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Foreword :

The Multi-State Consortium  is decply indebted to
the authors who helped shape this publication. Their
willingness to share their experiences and  opinions
both with the consortium and with the readers of this
volume is greatly appreciated. The consortium believes
that the ideas contained hercin, will not only interest.
rcaders but also influence policy decisions. . _

The consortium is particularly indebted to the
United States Oftice of Education for its support. Cre-
ated by a Title V_grant, it has benefited both from ad-
ditiona! fiscal resources and the direct involvement of
representatives of the United States Office of Education.
In particular, Teacher Corps (James Steffensen), Na-
tional Center for the Improvement of Educational Sys-
tems (Allen Schmieder), and Title V (Stuart Dean)
Mave Leost st supportive: df \its €utots anu nelptul
in planning the meeting that led to the conference, the
source for most of the dpers appearing in this publi-
cation.

The Conference Commiittee included James Steffen-
sen and Paul Collins (both of Teacher Corps), Bruce
Joyce of Teachers College and the director of the con-
sc e, The success of the conference and, it is -
hoped. of this publication, is in large measure a reflec-
tion of their efforts.
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Introduciion

8

The Multi-State Consortium is pleased to present to
interested reattersthe following papers.

We have titled this volume “Assessment™ because
of the importance we attach to the asscssment prob-
lems. However, not alt of the papers focus solely on

assessment. In fact, it is difficult, probably jmssible, _

to dif®uss assessment without quickly touching on such
areas as rescarch, costs, teacher evaluation, and pro-
gram development issyes.

Many of the articles .were presented by the authors

to the consortium at a serics of meetings held in con-
junction with the 1973 American Educational Re-

search Association’s annual mecting in New Orleans in
February. Scveral of these have been significantly re-
vised, and we have included other chapters that

appeared ‘appropriate in the context of this publication.

The authors' audience is primarily state education
agency personnel and, in a larger sense, political deci-
sion makers. However. the logic and appeal of the
selections is not limited to that group: anyone inter-
ested in the problems and potential of performance cd-
ucation should be engaged by these learned and per-
- sonal opinions.,

The first selection, “The Role of the -State in

Performance-Based Teacher Education-Certification®

hy Robert Roth, creates a context for viewing how var-
fous state education agencics are approaching perform-
ance oducation, Peter Airasian then explores the value
questions that are at the heart of evaluation issues.

‘e

Fred MceDonald looks at the “State of the Art in Per-
formance Assessment,” and Barak Rosenshine makes a
serivs of recommendations concerning the research di-
lemmas. James Popham in. three separaie papers,
touches on the problems of selecting assessment sys-
tems, developing petformance tests, and identifying
minimal competencies. Del Schalock thin details what
occurs when “Moving From Conceptualization to
Practice in Assessment.” '

The assessment emphasis now shifts to related top-
ics: costs and teacher concerns. Little definitive infor-
mation cxists on the costs of developing and imple-
menting PBTE programs and assessment systems., Two
educators (Bruce Joyce and Herbdrt Hite) who have
prepared cost analyses for their respective states (New

"York and Washington) present their conclusions. Bea-

trice Ward also discusses the cost factors involved in
the developmental work at the Fa#"West Regional Lab-
oratory. Their collective conclusions are that programs
will cost more, but that using what has already been
produced will keep the costs within manageable linits.

Finally we offer two papers prepared by teacher rep-
resentatives, Sandra Feldman and Bernard McKenna.
Each notes thcirwjnterest in the potential of PBTE
while also revealing their most serious conccrns. Me-
Kenna's paper concluded the AERA symposium and
most fittingly concludes this volume as he recapitulates
what has come before and reacts to what he has heard.

¢
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The Role of the State in" " :,
Perfoimance-Based Teacher Education-Certification

By

[N

ROBERT A. ROTH

Certification snd Education

The njm-cm ant toward development of perform-
ance-based teacher egucation and certification programs
has u(pmuxud rapid growth within the past few
years, Curr. ‘ntly there are approximately 30 states that
are actively involved in the study of either perform-
ance-based teacher education or certification.' The
purpase of this paper is not to discuss the pros and
cons of a performance-based program, but to describe
and ¢xamine the issues facing a state that has elected

to move in this dirccetion. Germane to the discussion\

are the changing roles and relationships that must be
considered in order to plan effectively for implementa-
tion. Any scheme 1or devéiopiaent that has not consid-
" ered and accounted for the csscntml undetlying issues
'risks being nugatory in-nature.,

~ Initially it may be of value to recognize the tradi-
tional distinction between the process of teacher educa-
tion and that of certification. Basically, teacher. 'educa-
tion serves a preparatory function, whereas certification
selects thosc who are cligible for cmployment and
provides them with a license. Certification traditionally
has been a screening device, and it has been assumed
that the state is the best ageney to carry out this func-
tion. Discussion here will focus primarily on teacher
certification as it has been a state responsibility.

It is interesting to note that there has been a great
deal more resistance to performance-based certification
than to performance-based teacher education. At a re-
cent conference of the Regional Interstate Project held
in Denver, the consensus appeared to support this dis-
tinction. Sandra Feldman, vice president of New York
State Local AFT, stated “We do not oppose Perform-

1 Robert A. Roth, “Performance-Based ‘Teacher Certifica-
tion: A Survey of the States,” ‘Vrenton: New Jersey State De-
partment of Education, Division of Field Services, December
1972,

* ance-Based Teacher Education. The concept is a wel-

We oppose, however, a changeover to
¢ David

come one . . .
Perfo@mance-Based Certification at this tinte.”
Darland, with NEA, added,

& Most would agree to the importance of
the performance dimension of educating
teachers, but to establish one. prototype of
teacher education as the sole route to legal
licensure is pure folly, especially in the ab-
sence of established cvidence tirough via-
ble rescarch. To base advanced creden-
tialling or rcnewmg certifications on such
a_singular notion is evey more upsetting.
This is not to decry cxperimentation with
performanca-baséd teacher education. Al- .
ready some developmental approaches to
performance-based teacher education ap-
pear promising, if not highly successful.®

The difference between certification and teacher edu-
cation, however, varies significantly depending upon
the particular certification model. Since there are many
ways in which performance-based certification can be .
structured, critivisms should be centered around how
th¢ issucs pertain to a given structure or definition of
performance-based certification,

If one views certification (particularly the perform-
ance type) to be a testing procedure, then the distinc-
tion is clear and the meaning of the skepticism is more

*Sandra  Feldman, “Performance-Based Certification: s
Teacher Unionist's View,” Per.oimance-Bused Education and
Certification. report of the Regional Interstate Project Pro-

. gram. Denver. Colorado. July 18-20, 1972, Denver: Colorado

State Department of Fducation, January 1973, p. 66.

*David Darland, “The Role of Professional Organizations
in Performance-Based Teacher ¥ducation,” Performance-Based
Fducation and Certificatior, report of the Regional Interstate
Project Program, Denver, Colorado, July 18-20, 1972, Denver:
Colorado State Department of Education, January 1973, pp.
69, 70.
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apparcnt. In this paradigm- the preparing institwtions

re respomsible for developing competencies in their
-teacher candidates and the state certifies o candidate’s
Ceompetence by testing him before issuing a license.

Many difficulties assoctated with such a licensing pro-

cedure have been pointed out. One can argue, for ex-

ample, that there exists no emypirical base on which to
construct a valid testing techniaue, particularly in view
of varicd teachin®contexts. The problem is not the
same  with® pecformance-based  teacher “¢ducation be-
cause there is a diversity of programs and flexibility to

© constantly develop and change the performance stan-
‘dards.

Performance-based certification, it is argued,
mandates only one way of waching, scems more of a
finality, and is less respoasive to change.

In the approved program approach the distinction
between certification and teacher education becomes
fess clear. When utilizing an approved program ap-
proach to dbrtification in conjunction with perform-
ance-based ctiteria, as it frequently the case, the dis-
tinction may become even more nebulous. Supporting
performance-based teacher education but opposing per-
formance certification then becomes a tenuous position.
Interestingly cnough, the approved program approach
is the ‘predominant system in use.In 1971 it was re-
ported that “at the present time, 36 states report exten-
sive use of the approved program approach to certifi-
cation, and in fact it has become the vehicle whereby

. forward-looking states have found the freedom to move

in many promising new directions.”

It scems that the approved program approach to
performance-based certification would be less suscepti-
ble to criticism than the state examination approach. In
addition, it is the more common certification system
currently in use and it provides a certain degree of
frecdom to explore new directions such as the perform-
ance-based model. The project. Improving State Lead-
ership in Education, issuced a report which concluded
that It would.appear that the cffective administration
of a state-wide performance-based teacher certification
system would depend almost entirely upon an effective
system for program approval.” * In view of these fac-
tors. the models for performunce-based certification to

tImproving State Leadership in Fducation, “Planaing and
Effecting Improvements in the Preparation and Certification of
Educators,” report of a Special Study, Denver, Colorado.
April 1971, p. 7. .

5 Ibid., p. 15.

-

.
-

follow will be within the context of the appiroved pro-
gram approach. .

Issues

In selecting a particular inodel, a number of impou-
tant issucs need to be considered. An'essential question
is what the role of the state should be in the certifica-
tion process. There are at <jeast two  opposing
vicwpoints concerning the state’s function, On the one

hand. there are those who see the state as an adminis-

trative and re gllatury body.

. The beligf, is that the state must mprovc
¥t guardianship cf the public intesest by
setting.ever higher standards and develop-

ing more cfficient systems of management. ¢
In one sense the state knows what is
best."

This view of the state’s role,in certifieation is the
predominant one currently in practicc. It is a ceatral-
ized approach with uniformity and standardization
being the emphasis. Even an approved program ap-
proach could fit into this scheme if regulations con-
cerning program content arc specified. A performange-
based certification system structured “on the above
tencts would specify teacher performance criteria for
cendilcation at the stawe wver,

The opposing viewpoint on certification emphasnzed
a decentralized system with more local control and. a
broader base for decision ffaking and social change. In
this stratcgy, “the state must promote change rather
than mandate it and accept diversity .as morc respon-
sive to the state’s nceds than mandated | single
standards.” * '

‘The competency approach could easily fit into this
philosophy also by albowing teacher cducation pro-
grams or other profusional agencies to develop their
awn particular séts of competencies, In fact, as An-
drews points out in some places the competency
movemicnt “has been adopted as an attempt to reform
the cducational system by changing the locus of au-
thority and- thercby the way in which decisions are
made.” * One result of this is that a varicty of stand-

" Theodore E. Andrews, "lIts Wisdom and lts Folly,” paper
presented to the Workshop on Probléms of Competency-Based
‘teacher Education, Veacher. (urps State University of New
York at Alpuny. May 1972, p. 7.

7 Ibid. .
% Ibid., p. 6.

2
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ards appear, replacing the single sct of state standards.
The implementation of “a specific viewpoint of " a

state’s role results in a number of mnufications inhers

ent in the particular position. !hucwmmqun nees are,
in effect, the underlying issues which impinge upon the
decision to_seleet a particular state role and thercfore
should be carefully considered.

In the centralized yiew of the state's role, a set of
performancee criteria would be established at the state

level. These crfteria may be developed by a stawe”

agency or throygh statewide xmprovemcnt the muorits
of which will be discugsed at a fater point. This stand-
ard sct of statewide criteria“can be utilized in an ap-
proved program approach or can be developed into a

state testing instrument. Since the fdgrger has heen de-,

termined to be possibly more advantageous, immediate
discussion will follow in this context.

The appmvul program approach itself has been
cvaludted by some educators as being restrictive. Lier-

_heimer has pointed out that -

thc colleges -approved program must fol-
low éxactly the courses prescribed for
state certification. Such’ a curricular re-
quircment does not provide the freedom
which colleges must have if they are also
to be held responsible for the qualifica-
tions of thc teachers they prepare.® '

His remarks arc made pamcularly pertment to a
compc.tcncy-baqu program by 5ubstxtutmg “pcrform-
ance “criteria™ ior “courses” in his statement. Thus,
fack of curricular freqdom may result from a centrai-
ized state role with statewide performance criteria.

Curricular freedom éxtends beyond the right to de-
cide on a particular set of courses. The freedom to ex-
mrlnnht with innovative curricula also appears to be
precluded by-a rigid sct of state performance criteria.
The right of colleges” to experiment becomes an i impor-
tant issuc in the sclection of a pcrformancq-based certi-
fication model.

The project. Improving State Leadership in Educa—
tion, reported that critics of certification structures ia
general complain that “The rigidity of state require-

‘ments discoupages flexibility and creativity 'in teacher

%

preparation programs.” ' Furiher, “Idcally, the ap-

proved program approath woulg allow institutions to
experiment and develop creative programs of teacher

L

’A!viti—.f.’_ Liethcimer. “Give Up the Shap paper presented
to the Massachusetts Advisory Council on Fdugation. Boston
University, February 3, 1968. p. 4. . .

' Improving State Leadership, p. 3.

o

'3\.

preparation and encourage innovation in teacher edu-

~cation within the framework of generally agreed upon

goals.” ' An xmportant part of this last statement is
the word “generally.” Generally agreed upon goals
may still provide the freedom that Licrheimer js con-
cerned about.

It would scem that the centralized view of the statc’s*
role with a stancard set of specific performance criferia »
would be’ contrary to the intent of the approved pro-
gram approach. Yect, performance-based certification
appears to depend “almost entirely upon an cffective
system for program approval.”': An approved pro-

gram approach without highly specxﬁc criteria is an al- -

ternative,
Curricular frecdom, the right to cxperiment, ﬂexxbnl-

ity, innovation, and creativity in programs are issues

related to the state's role ‘that directly affect the teacher
preparation institution. Other issues relate to the indi-
vidual and the restrictions imposed by a specific set of

" performance criteria existing as state standards for cer-

tification. :

McDonald relates that “The specifics of teachmg
competence will differ markedly depending on how we
decide about the freedom cach person will be given to
choose the goals and means for his personal develop-c
ment and his lifc style.? '* At one extreéme the, teach-
cr's services are sought requiring social skills, but at
the other end he is an expert Strategist requiring tech-
nical skills. A spcc:ﬁc sct of state standards may only
pcrmn one of these philosophies to prevanl as options
may be impractical .or even contradictory. Yet, one
may arguc that without state control contradictory
standards could exist. -

McDonald also raises a rclated issuc. “Should we
not consider whether a teacher hasrthe freedom to de-
fihe the nature of his service to students? Does he have
the frcedom to decide what will be. n.qu:red of
him?" "' Decisions on these questions:clearly have im-
plications for standdrdlzanon of competencies: and the

. role of the state. »

An ovcrndmg, concern w:th the performancc criteria
approach is that students will be boxed-in, forced to
conform to a particular mold. It is arguéd by some

that ~crtification must provide for flexibility in person-

t Ibid,, p. 7.
12 ibid., p. 4. 3

v Frederick J. McDonald, “The Phxlowphlcal Problems of
Competency-Based Teacher Educaiion,” Teucher Corps, State

- University of New York‘a( Albany, May 12, 1972, p. 5.

" 1bid., p. 7
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ality, method, and philbsdphy. (open classrooms, tradi-
_tional, etc.). A specific sct of standards at the state

fevel does not provide for this flexibility. The decen-

tralized state role does, as it allows diversity in pro-

grams and pesformance criteria. '

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education in Evaluative Criteria- for Accrediting
Teacher Education, A Source Book on Selected Issues,
asserts that “thére arc and should continu¢ to be sev-
cral philosophics of teacher cducation.” ** Will a cen-
tralized state role and specified performance criteria
precfude varied philosophies of teacher cducation?
Each state must cxamine its particular structure to de-
terminc whethef or not this would occur. N

Several other questions must -be considered in réla-
tion' to the development of a sct of  formance crite-
ria at the state level. Can such cuieria readily be
changed? Can a standard sct of competencies be devel-
-oped to fit all teaching situations or must a number of

o sets of criteria be designed? In relation to the affective
domain, Elam believes : B

)
A

Fhe competencies that are easier to de-
scribe and to evaluate are likely,to domi-
v nate . . . The skills of teaching and the
' behaviors of a.teacher which are difficukt
to learn and to evaluate often focus on thé
human aspects of tcacher-pupil corftacts.™®

s t

* Can these performance criteria be established in the
affective domain on a statewide basis,.or arc they situa-

tion specific and thus call for multiple standards devel- -

" oped at local levels? Will decentralization make the
preblem any casier to solve?

.. The arguments suggesting a necd for an empirical
basc for performance-based certification but not
tecacher education were presented caglicr. These argu-
ments pertain to a certification system with a uniform
set of standards at the state lcvel, the centralized View
of the state’s role: .

At a recent mecting of the American Federation of
Teachers. the following stdtement was issued in a re-
LY

port. .

- —— — 2
15 Ametican Association of Colieges for Teacher Education,
Evaluative Criteria for Accrediting Teacher Education: A
.Source Book on Sclécted Issues, Washington, D.C.: AACTE,
1967, p. 26.

18 Stanley.. Elem. “Performance-Based Teacher Education:
What is the State of the Art?" Performance-Based Teacher
Education Serjes. ‘No. 1,” Washington, D.C.: AACTE, 1971,
p. 19. ' .

- susceptible to"thess dangers. On the other hand, these

?

- If state- agencies i~gin to require the
mastery of specific competencies as a pre-
. requisite for certification, two dangers
would exist. The first wduld be that
pointed out carlicr: now v.lidated knowl-
cdge and skill competencies as well as per-
sonal charactefistics ‘unrelated to true
tcaching effectiveness may be required,
. leading to cértification standards perhaps
» . cven more non-rélevant than thosg now
existing. Second; pressure groups may be
. able 0 legislate requirements that attempt
to define teachers and teacher behaviors-
into unacceptable _patterns. A. candidate
conld be required to fit the mold or not be
certified.*’ C

.

»

Perhaps gcnéral" guidelines or a variety of standards
devéloped by local groups or institutions would be less

groups may be just as-Jikely-to comn.it thesg errors.

" In reference to cstablishing a'minimu@set of com- -
petencics at the state levol, Andrews surmises that

: : 2
Evaluating the:icompetencies demands.a -t
frame of reference, at its heart a sét of N
_y values: 1 worry about states establishing | :
value systems, thus the frame of reference . . . .
must be diversified and most likely local Coo

ized'. . . Since we have a diverse popula:
tion with, varied philosSphies,” I believe a.
state should promote a certification system
that expects diversity and challenges all to’

* meet the highest level of accomplish. *
ment. ™ :

Those who favor a uniform set of quality standards
throughout the state, however, would seek the more
centralized decision-making state role. ‘Inequities
among programs would thus be eliminated and em-
ployers would be “assured that all ceitified personnel
possess at least a mininm_ng_s\c_t\of com retencles,

In analyzing the models in terms of the issues,”an
important question should always remain in sight. In
most” cases it will not be a matter of whether or not a
condition cxists, but’ t6_what cxtent it exists. For exam- .
ple, to state that curricular freedom does_or does not
exist is merely an opinion that does not focus on the
issue. The real issuc is whether or not there is suf-
ficient curricular frecdom ‘to satisfy those involved.
Carrying the cxample to the other extreme, there may

4
[

17 American Federation of Teachers, AFT-QuEST Consor-
tium Yearbook. Washington. D.C.: AFT, April 1972, p. 30

13 Andrews, “Its \(isdom." p 12,



] 1 ]

. . - » {
. . \ '

-a : ' . 5.
be circumstances. that permit curruular freedom (or these standards, preparatioptprograms are to be devel-
other conditions) to exist to such an extent that it de- oped and implemented by a consortium of agencics.
stroys another essential or desirable vlement of a certi- -~ Each agency designates itsdown representative(s) and’
fication structure. The models must be scrutinized to olarifies with that (those) representative(s) his (their)

", determine if conditions are sufliciently provided for, - authority in acting in behalf' of 'the agency: The agen-
biit not overindulged. cies in a consortium are colleges and universities,

» . - school organizations, M professional associations.
Models P ~ - . The professional association, deterthined by the total

There are.many ways in which a pcrformancc-based ' .facu!ty of certificd employces in a school organization
teacher certification system can be dcsrgncd withip the in accordance with state law election procedures, has
approved program approach. At one end of a coatin- the responsibility of provrdm;_, opportunity for mput
uum we have a very open system with maximum flexi- from all other specialized and subject matter associa-
bility, whereas at the other end we have . highly-struc-- tigns. The school orgam@non represents parems mcal
“tured and centralized approach (figure l) Theresare, * boards, and adm:mstratlon o .

“of course, many possibilitics in betwcen. Some of the - . The consortium is charged with describing roles to
modely th\. been alluded to in the drscussron of.issues. be assumtd by the persan to be granged a.specific cer-
) o, - . .
Process Informational - . Facilitation “ ° Guidelines - . Prescriptive
: "+ decentralized . STATE ROLE - centralized:
. < ——® } _
: ! ° ' Fig, 1. ' . ' Sl
A _ Connm&xr? of Models
*
Lo Performance:Based “Tgacher Certification
T Approved Program Approach .

The open-ended approach may be called the process tificate and with rdcmlfymg and stanng§ the rationale
model, In this system, the state.does not detcrmine Lthe 1 for the ‘competencies equired of persons who plan to
content of the teacher, educatlon program. Performance - perform the descrrbccf rdles. The certificates will be is-
criteria are not established at’ the state level. The pri- .sued*by thestate rhrough an approyed consertium pro-
mary- rolc of the statc’is to define the process for de- gram: Thege standards arc themsclves process and per-
vclopmcnt of teacher education programs, stating who, formance zandarde ' - \

"is to be involved and the- nagire Of the involvement. ln ln' reference to this -model, it would be of little
this model, the state playﬁ\ a more decentralized role meaning to suppprt performance-based teacher educa-
with more local. | sontrol and a broader base for deci- tion but not » performance-based certification. One
sion making. : : *merely provides for the other; hence ,jthey become part

Some states are now opcratmg a competency-based - of the same process. As noted earller, the necessary
certification system consistent with this model., The _ task is to examine the various certification models ‘in
state of Washington is a primary cxample was the first terms of the issues rather than compare certification
state to adopt competency-based certification, and rfow with teacher cducation. .
has an.operational program. A new set of standards Clearly, this state has moved toward a decentralized
for approval of teacher preparation programs became structure with more local control, a broader base for
effective_in Washington in September 1971 Under - decision making, and diversity of standards. Perform-

..j::“ ' -8 X ance standards -arc more readily changed with feed-
- 1 State of Washington, “Guidelines and Standards for the back. and probably less resistance ‘would be ¢ncoun-

Development and Appraval of Programs of Preparation Lead- te ‘th c.
ing to the Certification of School Professional Persopnel,” cred in the state. This model valucs optimum freedom

Olympis. Washington: Superintendent of Public’ Instrabtion,  [OF the preparing institution in relation to curtjcular
adopted July 9. 1971. : dcusrons flexibility, and creativity. In tcrms of the in-

[ -
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dividual. there is the possibility, depending on the pro-
gram, -or freedom to define goals, for flexibility in per-
sonality, mcthod, and phitosophy. Reflecting  this
viewpoint, William Drummond, a former associate in
the Washington State Department of Education, urged
that “Statc departments of education, therefore, should
foster creativity and .ntelicctual freedom and promote
programs of teacher education which support and cher-
ish uniqueness ang individualism.™ *

The Washingt;;;n model, thercfore, also rejects the
regulatory role of a statc department of cducation.
Wendell Allen, as Washington®s assistaat superintend-
ent of public instruction, concluded

To emphasize this regulatory role is to
protect the status quo. When the rule is
the thing, change must come before there
can be a new rule. There is danger in this
circumstance that the major energies of
thegagency will be spent on administrative
rathep than leadership functions.*

An essential point to note is the prevalence of multi-
ple standards, Lick of uniformity, less legal need for an
cmpirical base, and no single set of standards. Should
all of the above factors be deemed advisable, then a
particular statec might select this model.

New York has envisioned a very similar type of

program.** Four process standards have becn estab-

lished to be utilized for the development of pilot proj-
ects. The standards require the establishment-of a pol-
icy board made up of representatives of teachers,
school districts, colleges, and tcacher education stu-
dents. This group considers the objectives of the
schools involved. the competencics teachers need to be
successful in that environment, as well as those quali-
tics desirable for all teachers, and acceptable evidence
for attainment of competencies. The policy board then
will establish individualized programs for the prepara-
tion of teachers to mect these criteria. Finally, a man-
agement system must be established. Trial projects may
be designed for initial or continuing certification or

2 William H. Drummond. “Conference Commentary” in
The Seuttle Conference: The Role of the State Department of
Education in Teucher Education, Olyripia, Washington: State
Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1967, p. 74.

21t Wendell C. Allen, “State Government and Teacher Edu-
cation —A Different Role for the State Fducation Agency,” in
The Seatth.Conference. p. 78.

22 New York State Educa;ion Department, “A New Style of
Cdrtification.” Alhaay, New York: New York State Depart-
ment of Fducation, Division of Teacher Education, March 15,
1971.

both. The State Depaitment of Education will exercise
its legal responsibility for program approvil. Note the
decentralized role and the belief that performance cri-
teria are mostly situation specific. '

Vermont ** has cxpanded the decision-making base
t0 local school districts. A local school district may de-
velop a program for the inservice training and ‘profes-
sional advancement of its staff and may apply to the
State Department of Education for approval to recom-
mend issuance and rencwal of all certificates at the
local level. The appropriate certificate will be issued by
the State Department of Education.

The local district must submit cvidence that the
teachers, school board, and administrative personnel
have participated in the planning and development of
the program. The local program must include provision
for job description, task analysis, and performance cri-
teria for all education personnel. An approved program
approach is in effect for college teacher preparation
programs. .

Washington, New York, and Vermont are‘case st&l—
is that.fall into the process modcl. Local decision
making characterizes these attempts, assuming what is
acceptable in one situation may be unacceptable in an-
other. :

-~ Moving slightly along the continuum away from the
protess model but within the local decision-making

framework, there is a model suggested by Lierheimer *¢
which we may call the informational model. The central

.thesis of Lierheimer’s proposal is that the state’s role

is not to make judgments but to maintain records. He
suggests the students be tested over a multitude of
factors including actual teaching performance. There -
is a possibility here for utilizatign of performance

.criteria, but the testing is not dong by the state.

Decentralization is emphasized'iﬁ"tﬁj;,aﬁproach with
local school teams conducting the evaluation of the
competence  of potential teachers. Ultimately, the
agency to decide on teacher performance for licensing
purposes would be the school. The function of the
state is to monitor the local evaluation but not impose
state standards. Although evaluation systems would be
approved by the state there would be no uniform tech-
niques for verification of classroom performance. The
state office would maintain a data bank on ‘all teaching
personnel in the state. ' '

*t Vermont State Department of Eduration, “Regulations
Governing the Certification of Educutional Personnel,” Mont-
pelizr: Vermont State Board of Education. Department of Ed-
ucation, July 1. 1971,

21 | jerheimer, “Give Up The Ship.”



A unique feature of this model is that the state ac-
cumulates information on an individual but makes no
decision in refercace to competenee. The major role of
the state is to provide resources, The local district is
provided with the information, and it is at this level
that deensions are made as to whether the individual's
competence fits the particular situation. The underlying
assumption is that values and competencies are situa-
tion specific and hence require local evaluation. Cur-
rently, there are no states utilizing this informational
maodel. Again, analysis of the model should be made in
terms of all the issues identified carlicr.

This model can be maodified to interject more state
control and greater uniformity. Minimum  standards
could be set by the state for the various competencics
or groups of competencies. These minimum standards
would be established for certification purposes. The
state would still maintain its individual data bank and
local districts could use the information for hiring pur-
poses. This maodified model would be farther along the
continuum in terms of state control and decision mak-
ing:

Another open-type model which does not provide
quite as broad a decision-making bare is being devel-
oped by the state of Florida. In this case consortia are
not designed for pusposes of initial certification al-
though inservice nrograms are developed by local dis-
tricts. This “facilitation model™ utilizes the college ap-
proved program approach commonly in practicc among
the states. :

The program approval regulations are somewhat
» process i nature indicating prescribed activities, but
they are content standards as well, identifying courses
neeessary for certification. There are alternatives to the
content regulations which provide for performance-
based programs.

An institution may. instcad, specify the
competencies which its graduates wiil be
expected to demonstrate, identify the prB-
cedures by which those competencies will
be measured, and then develop a program
which leads to those competencies. Once
such a program is approved. its graduates
will receive regular teaching certificates
with no penaltics. Institutions are now
being encouraged to develop competency-
based programs.:-

In this model control is in the colleges, but direction

=* Florida Department of Flucatien, “The Florida Program
for Improving the Training, Fvaluation, and Licensure of Fd-
ncatiomal  Personnel,™ draft nsumber 2, Fallahassee: Fduca-
tiomal Rescarch and Development Section, Aprit 7. 1971,
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is provided® by the state. The colleges develop their
own competencies, but these are consistent with state
course redquirements. ‘There is additional dircetion and
stimulus provided by the state, however, which facili-
tates development of such programs. The state is com-
piling a catalog of teaching competencies which will
cventually be validated through research. These compe-
tencies, or performance eriteria, will be provided to the
colleges to facilitate their program development. These
particutar criteria, however, will not necessarily be
mandated and certainl all will not be required of a
given institution. Other facilitating procedures by the
State are assembling of training materials based on
performance criteria and staff development for teacher
trainers. The emphasis is on facilitation. Decision mak-
ing is somewhat diffused but the role of the state is
sttonger than in previous models. The facilitation
modcl presents different responses to the issues.

The remaining two models to be discussed can he
grouped under a heading of central decision makiog.
The first two models, you may recall, were local deci-
sion-making types, with the facilitation madel being
somewhere between. These last two models are at the
other extreme end of the continuum.,

One approach to performance-based certification is
to cstablish performance criteria at the state level, This
approach supports a strong state rolc and a uniform
set of standards. It guarantees that cach certificated in-
dividual has at least a minimum sct of competencies.
These criteria could be utilized as a state test or part
of an approved program. The focus here, however, is
on the approved program approach.

The manner in which these criteria are stated signifi-
cantly affects the impact they will have on teacher edu-
cation programs and the role of the state. The per-
formance writeria can be stated in generic terms which
then serve as guidelines for further specification by
teacher preparation institutions, This guidelines model
increascs centralized authority yet does provide a cer-
tain degree of participation on the part of the colleges
or consortia, .

As an cxample of competencies consistent with the
guidelines model, it might be required that the teacher
candidate’ demonstrate the ability to diagnose areas of
student deficiency, maintain a classroom environment
which motivates students to learn, plan an instructional -
unit, cmploy a varicty of instructional techniques, 2te.

Utah - recently adopted at the state Jevel a set of

“UMah State Board of Education,” Recommended Profi-
viency Guidelines for Media Fadorsements,” Salt Lake City:
Utah State Board of Education, 1972,



Robert A. Roth

pertormance criteria for instructional media, some of
which approximate the guidelines model type of crite-
ria. Prercquisitc to a Basic Media Endorsement are a
bachelor's degree and a teaching certificate. An exami-
nation for proficiency conducted by a recommending
institution (with an approved certification program) -is
then administered. The recommending institution is
free to determine how the competency will be demon-
strated or asccrtained, but a candidate may request an
opportunity to demonstrate a competency whenever he
feels he is rcady. Competencies may be demonstrated
one at a time. Candidates who perform satisfactorily
will be considered as having met the endorsement re-
quirement regardless of the route taken to obtain the
competency.

Proficicncy must be demonstrated in five arcas.
Some examples of performance standards arc as fol-
lows:

—Using media selection tools of his choice, the can-
didate will identify the tools he has sclected and
include a rationale for the choice of each.

—The candidate will explain what one would do to
sclect necw subject headings for materials which
are ne. considercd in “Sears List of Subject Head-
ings.”

—The candidate will demonstrate proficiency in
mounting pictures by producing one acceptable
cxample of the following:

(1) dry mount on a hard surface, using dry
mounting tissue

(2) dry mount, using dry mounting cloth
(3) rubber cement mount Fa

(4) laminate with thermo copy machine, adhe-
sive acetate, or heat press.

At the extreme end of the continuum we have what
can be termed the “prescriptive model.” In this system
the state provides very specific performance criteria
(behavioral objectives) which are utilized by the col-
leges as objectives and cvaluative criteria. This is the
most dominant of the state roles within an approved
program approach with an emphasis on the administra-
tive and regulatory function of a state education
agency. Uniformity in certification with a single set of
standards is the essential feature.

The state of New Jersey is currently studying the
feasibility of such a performance-based certification
system. Specific performance criteria are being devel-
oped for usc on a statewide basis as certification stand-
ards. How specific these will be has not as yet been de-
termined. There are two unique aspects to the New
Jersey approach, however, that broaden the base of de-
cision making. The performance criteria are being de-
veloped by task forces composed of a crosssection of
cducators from across the state, representing teachers,
administrators, college students, college professors, the
Statc Department, and the various professional associa-
tions. These criteria, therefore, are not developed by
the Statc Department but represent a consensus of pro-
fessional educators in the state. In addition, evaluation
of prospective tcachers may involve schools, colleges,
and professional associations, a resemblance to the
consortium idea.

Clearly, the statewide involvement in development of
criteria adds considerable power to the approach. It
presents a decided advantage over development of cri-
teria by a state department or even a college or univer~
sity. It appears to have greater validity and is more
likely to find statewide acceptance. Significantly, “it has
been generally agreed that whoever determines certifi-
cation requirements controls the program of
preparation.” = Thus, in this instance, control is more
in the hands of the total profession. .

The guidelines model can be developed by the same
method. The diffcrence between the two models then
lies in the specificity of the criteria. How does this dif-
ference relate to the issues, and how do these two
models compare with the open end of the continuum
in terms of the issues?

27 {mproving State Leadership, p. 5.



In the process model, teacher preparation institu-
tions have maximum curricular freedom. The guide-
lines model allows the institutions the opportunity to
devetop the specific performance criteria while the pre-
seriptive modet does noi provide for this. A compari-
son of performance criteria with traditional course list
standards may be of valus at this point. A course in
tests and measurement is a familiar requirement i1 the
course list system. The guidelines mode! would require
competencies that are somewhat more specifie, such as
abili*y to evaluate student performance and ability to
develop tests. The prescriptive model, however, would
list a number of specific performances such as ability
to formulate essay (multiple choice, ete.) test items
and analyze tests for validity. Also, the evidence ac-
cented that the performance had been achieved would
be provided. Continuing our comparison, it used in a
coursc list system, a prescriptive model would list the
things that shonld be taught in a tests and measure-
ment course rather than icaving this to the college.

Andrews has stated that “a required set of perferm-
ance criteria could be just as moribund as rigid course
requirenients have been in the past.” ** 1 appears that
the more specific the criteria the less freedom that ex-
ists. Recall that the approved program approach works
“within the framework of generally agreed upen
goals,” ** The possibilities for creativity through inno-
vative programs can be achicved in the design of
means to achicve the objectives, but not through alter-
native objectives. Two basic questions are at hand.
First, is curricular freedom scen as being of value; and
sccond, docs a prescribed set of speciiic performance
criteria  significaatly limit this freedom? A related
question is whether or aot the guidelines model offers a
great deal more freedom than the preseriptive model.

A concern sinaar to the guestion of freedom is di-
versity. The process model allows, and even encour-
ages, diversity among programs. Those in favor of di-
versity arguc that there are varied philosophies of
education requirtng different teaching models. Any set
of performane: criteria is based on a theory of teach-
ing and the teaching-learning process. Atthough not al-
wavws articulated the purposes of dcaching are inherent
in the criteria.

In the process model several teaching philosophics
cxist simultancously with validation and development
being ongoing processes. A set of specific criteria, how-

** Theodore Andrews, New Directions in  Certification,
Washington. D.C.: Association of Teacher Educators, 1971, p.
10.

# Imp.oving State Leadership, p. 7.
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ever, relics on one teaching model and also establishes
a particular value system, The problem here is that
there is no empirical base to lead us to the correct
madel. As noted carlier, lack of an emipirical base is a
primary concern with performance-based certification.
With a varicty of pregram types, it can be argued, we
recognize the developmeatal state of our knowledge
basc, whereas a single model seems a finality and de-
mands empitical validation before being adopted. This
accounts for the suppor: of performance-basced teacher
cducation instead of certification. _

Another point made by those favoring diversity is
that performance criteria are situation specific. There
are numerous contexts for teaching, both in terms of
cavironment and ceducational philosophy. This requires
different sets of competencies, at least i terms of the
general situations (not for every school, etc.). There
may not be cnough in common to cstablish at least a
minimum core of competencies at the state level.
Washington, Vermont, and New York appear to be-
lieve in this as cvidenced by their process models.

All of the above factors suggest multiple standards
and diversity of programs. The initial question is
whether these are valid concerns. The other position

~ argues for more standardization and quality assurance,

Inequitias among programs are diminished. Certainly,
the prescriptive model adheres to the latter viewpoint.
The guidelines model does provide a certain degree of
variability in that each institution can define the spe-
cific criteria to fit its necds. The prescriptive model in-
sists on a single standard; the guidelines model offers
some degree of multiple standards although minute
when compared to the process model.

A frequent criticism of competency-based programs
is the problem of writing performance criteria in the
aficctive domain. This problem becomes umplified as
we move across the continuum toward the prescriptive
maodel. As an example, the guidelines model might re-
quire competence in developing teacher-student rap-
port. Each acher preparation institution would be
provided the freedom to determine not only how this
might be developed but how it might be judged to
exist. The prescriptive model, however, would specify
the performance criteria necessary to achieve this,
such as “uses student names,” or “smiles or acknowl-
edges student responses by nodding,” The question is
whether or not such criteria can be written on a state-
wide level. Ignoring the affective domain and con-
centrating on the cognitve and psychomotor would not
be a viable alternative, ‘

The reader may recall the issues raised concerning
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the rights of the individual as suggested by Me-
Domald. * Are there opportunities for flexibility in per-
sonal tv. method, and  philosophy? What about  the
vight of the individual to detine his own goals? Rackley
and Miller, as members of the Pennsylvania State De-
partment of Education, stated that

Individual differences are not taken into
account in blanket certification standards.
We are convinced that the improvement of
teacher preparation must take place at the
point of initial preparation . ., with atten-
tion dirceted to individual needs within the
context of general certification  require-
ments, !

The process model provides for individual flexibility,
and, there arc functioning prograniss which operate on
these premises. The prescriptive model precludes much
of this. at least in terms of the specific criteria required
by the state. ‘The individual does not have the frcedom
to define his own goals, but he may have the opportu-
nity to sclect his own method of achieving the objec-
tives. Again, those favoring a uniform sct of standards
would find individual sclection of goals to be undesira-
ble and detrimental to certification.

The guidelines model may provide a certain degree
of individual choice but within the boundaries defined
at the state level. The general objective must be ac-
complished. but the specifics can vary with the individ-
ugl. The manner in which one wishes to develop tcach-
er-student rapport. or plan for a lesson can vary
significantly from another individual’s method. The
basic question is not just one of uniform standards ver-
wus flexibility but the degree of cach that is desirable.

Alternatives to Approved Programs

The discussion of issues and alternatives has thus far
been limited to the approved program approach to
state certification. Approved programs referred to those
developed by colleges alone or by consortia. The cvi-
dence presented carlier in this paper suggest that ap-
proving programs is the more viable approach to per-
formance-based teacher certification, and some specific
criticisms of the state testing approach were described.

There are some teaching areas, however, that find
themselves less rigidly tied to college preparation pro-
grams and thus are more amenabdle to alteruative ap-
proaches. The area of vocational education, for cxam-

a0 McDonald, “Philosophical Problems.”

s1§. R, Rackley and Norman Miller, “Broud Policy Con-
coerns wnd Diredtion for a State Department of Fduation in
Teacher Education,” in The Seattle Conference, p. 15,

ple. is somewhat unique in that it usually relics on
experienced professionals in the various trades to enter
the teaching profession. There are other arcas, such as
music, that also require specific skills unique to the
particular profession. Educational ficlds such as thesc
warrant consideration of alternative approaches taat
are pot necessarily bound by college degree programs.
‘These different approaches are not necessarily limited
in application to the special teaching arcas mentioned,
however. as the alternatives may be utilized for any
teaching field if dusired.

A commonly discussed alternative to teacher certifi-
cation is the establishment of a state testing procedure.
There are several ways in which this can be imple-
mented. some of which will be described here. A co-
gent argument against this approach {which was
pointed out carlicr) is that there exists no empirical
hase on which to construct a valid testing technique,
particularly in view of varied teaching contexts. The
predictive validity of any such examination device
would have to be cstablished.

It is again important to consider how the state test-
ing models reflect the various issues. Questions about
curricuiar freedom, jndividual frecdom, and varied
teaching philosophies should not be forgotten. The
state testing approdch to certification offers radically
different responses to the issues when compared to the
models within the approved program approach.

The informatinnal model suggested by Licrheimer
can casily be modified to fit a statc testing procedure.
A sct of behaviorally stated competencies could be
formulated as certific..tion descripturs. A teacher candi-
date’s degree of accomplishment of each of the criveria
coulu be indicated to torm his competence profile.
Minimum :tandards established for certification could
be sct by the state for cach criterion or group of crite-
ria. A system could be cstablished (total score,
weighted scores, ctc.) to determine the individual’s eli-
gibility for certification. The state would still maintain
its individual data bank and local districts could use
the information for hiring purposes.

An important modification of the Lierheimer infor-
mational model is that not only are minimum levels es-
tablished for certification, but the testing of the candi-
date to determince his ac&'cmcm of each criterion is
done by the state, not ugh an approved program
approach. The control of standards and verification of
accomplishment reside in the hands of the state.

'The modified informational model is but onc varia-
tion of the state testing coneept. Any outside ageney or
group of cvaluators could be designated by the state to



carry out the testing function, There is an opportunity
to inmvolve members of the profession in both develop-
ment of driteria and service on evaluating boards or
© teams who certity individuals, Instead of a profile, veri-
fication of minimum competence might be all that is
necessary.  Ditferentiated  certitication could be based
on different degrees of accomplishment or even differ-
ent types of criteria. Evaluating boards or teams vould
again be used throughout the entire process.

It is generally assumed that the evaluation for certi-
tication woeuld be done in a live classroom situation.
An alternative would be to cstablish testing conters
where specitic skills would be evaluated such as those
found in microteaching, This might be particularly usc-
ful for initial certification due to the inequities in stu-
dent tegching situations. Students could also be used in
test centers similar to the laboratory  schools. This
would provide a more controlled situation and fewer
variables would enter into the evaluation.

A cembination of evaluation in student teaching set-
tings and controlled laboratory situations is also an al-
ternative. This might be built into a system where a
recommendation from a preparing institution (college
or consortium) in addition to testing in a center would
be necessary parts of the process for certification. The
variations to this testing approach are too numerous to
be included in this discussion.

11

Ep.logue

Each mode! mast be considered carefully in terms of
the issues identitied. Certaindy, there are other issues to
be accounted for which were not discussed here. The
idea of certification levels was not presented in this
paper and could by itself be an entize area of discus-
sion with direct bearing on the sclection of models.
Another important question is whether or not to use
student outcomes as an indication of teaching compet-
ence. Concerns of a practical nature such as cost, over-
all feasibility in terms of management, state size, diver-
sity, and available resources are examples of other
issucs. The questions raised here were more of a philo-
sophical nature and arc pertinent to decision making.

The models described were identified as being along
a continuum. This implics that there are many other
models which can be considered, but they most likely
will differ from these models in degree rather than
basic type. Perhaps a system can be developed with
positive clements from several of the models described
here. 1t may also be possible that more than one model
can be in operation at a given time, particularly if one
accepts the notion that certain arcas require or more
rcadily fit into a state testing approach while all other
arcas fit one of the appraved program models. The
overriding concern is which model or models best serve
the purposes of certification.
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_Performance-Based Teacher Education:
Evaluation Issues ™

By

PETER W. AJRASIAN

Introduction

In this paper I shall consider twe levels of evalua-
tion in performance-based teacher education madels.
The first concerns the cvaluation of the basic concept
of performance-based teacher education. The second
relatcs to cvaluation issues within the context of an
onguing performance-based approach. I shall argue that
the important cvaluative issues are not those of select-
ing appropriate and objective measuring techniques but
rather involve the types of judgments which dictate

"who will be cvaluated and on the basis of what per-
formances. Those who are seeking cookbook, practical,
“how to™ answers from my presentation will be disap-
pointed. My purpose is to argue that “how to” prob-
lems. arc predicated upon a prior sct of evaluative
decisions, dccisions ultimately more important and
powerful than any sct of evidence gathering techniques.
no matter how objective or complete these are.

The majority of evaluation issues raised by perform-
ance-bascd teacher education are not new, What is new
and significant about performance-based teacher cduca-
tion is that for the first time, systematic cvaluation of
teacher training models and products is called for. It is
the required synthesis of cvaluation problems which
heretofore have been treated largely individually which
makes cvaluation an issue in performance-based
tcacher education.

Evaluation

We must start with a definition of evaluation, since
the term has multiple meanings according to the con-
text within which it is considered. Perhaps the most
commonly understood meaning of the term is “a judg-
ment of the cxtent 1o which learners have raastered the
objectives of instruction.” While this definition is ade-

‘!nvited' .paper. Multi-State Consortium on Performance-
Based Teacher Fducation, New Orleans. Louisiana, February
26, 1973.

quate within. the context of many instructional pro-
grams, it is limited in threc senses. First, it narrows
attention to the intended outcomes of instruction. Sec-
ond, it targely ignores information gathering about the
process of instruction. Finally, it makes the learner the
sole object of evaluation. To limit evaluation of per-
formancc-based programs to student evaluation is to
overivok many of the nonlearner aims and assumptions
inherent in the approach. It is important, particularly
in the carly stages of acceptance and implementation,
to articulate all the evaluative issues inherent in per-
formance-based programs. To undertake this task,
cvaluation must be recognized as encompassing a more
gencral purpose than simply determining learner mas-
tery of coursc outcomes. In the context of this paper,
then, evaluation wil! refer to “a value judgment of
merit or worth.” Clearly this is a more gencral defini-
tion than that discussed above. It is meant to be. Omit-
ting referents such as the learner, the curriculum mate-
rials, or the instruction from the definition focuses
attention upon the process involved in performing an
evaluation; that is, making a value judgment. It also
suggests that whenever judgments are made, regardless
of the referent, evaluation has taken place.

The heart of the evaluation progess, then, is valuing.
Dats gachering, be it “hard,” objective data or “soft,”
impressionistic data, is not evaluation. Evaluation takes
place when data are compared to some standard or
norm and a decision about pass or fail, accept or re-
ject, or good or bad is made. For example, the fact
tha. about 85 percent of the age cohort in the United
States completes secondary school does not, in and of
itself, convey value. Some of my colleagues, when pre-
sented with this fact say “Isn’t it good that more young
people in America graduate from sccondary school
than in any other country in the world?™ Other col-
leagues respond “Only 85 percent—and I thought we
were doing much better.” Or, to select an instance



closer to performance-based teacher cducation, con-
sider a prospective teacher who teaches 60 pereent of a
group of sixth graders the difference between simple
~and compound sentences, Is mastery by 60 pereent of
the class grounds for congratulating or chastising the
teacher? It is only when data are judged in terms of
stiandards or norms that one can ascribe value to per-
formance. There is, in essence, a difference between
measurement (gathering data) and evaluation (placing
a value on the performance).

Despite our wishes to the contrary, decisions about
what is good, valuable, worthy, and desirable are made
not in the research domain, but rather spring from our
individual philosophies and frames of reference. if 1
were to ask you to cite three examples of school prac-
tices which are based firmly in established rescarch
findings, 1 dare say that you would be hard put to re-
spond. Arguments for and against performance-based
education reside, and will continue to reside, in the
value domain. The questions asked are not whethér
onc can state performances in behavioral, mecasurable
terms but whether one should state them in any terms;
not whether teachers can be evaluated on the basis of
their students’ performance, but whether they ought to
be. These are issues which are based in philosophy and
value orientations, and it is in these frameworks that
evaluation ceaters. As a consequence, it is important to
consider cvaluation jssucs as they relate to arguments
for and against the basic idea of performanrce-based
teacher cducation.

Evaluation of the Performance-Based Model

The antecedents of performance-based teacher cdu-
cation are many, but they all revolve around a single
central theme: accountability, There is a scrious break-
down in the interest and ability of American citizens to
support education. Educators arce being forced to ac-
cept responsibility for their activities and products. Ev-
idence of success—and if not success at least efficiency
—is becoming a prerequisite for continuing financiat
support. The *cult of efficicncy and rationality™ is with
us again. "Demonstrated value for dollars expended™
and "It is time to make education scientific” are the
watchwords.

Now, my expericnce tells me that these are the
watchwords of legislators and administrators, not of
classroom teachers. Aceountability is, of course, always
threatening to those who are to be held accountable.
There is growing cvidence (e.g.. Jackson, 1968; Good
and Brophy, 1973) that classroom teachers simply
don’t think of accountability in the same rational,
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efticiency-oriented terms as their administrative superi-
ors. Morcover, classroom teachers perecive accounta-
bility, rightly or wrongly, primarily as a method of
pointing the finger of blame at individuels, rather than
at a myriad of interrelated and Jdifticult-te-define fac-
tors. !

Performance-based, teacher education is here today
not as the result of a ground-swell of support from
teachers, but because administrators and politicians be-
lieve it is @ more rational. efficient, and accountable
method of training and certifying teachers, as well it
may he. Performance-based programs are with us be-
cause they are believed to be better by those who have
some say in the matter, not because research evidence
overwheimingly indicates their superiority, The deci-
sion has procepded from the top downwards. In short,
the values implicit in a performance-based approach fit
closely with the values of legislators and administra-
tors. An implicit cvaluation has, therefore, already
taken place. The cvaluation was not based upon hard
data, but rather upon a comparison of the perceived
values inhcrent in performance-based versus other ap-
proaches to teacher education. In a number of states it
is clear that the performance-based approach has been
cvaluated as superior.

The benefits claimed for a performance-based ap-
proach clear and public specification of ends, emphasis
on exit not entry behaviors, individualized instruction,
accountability, ctc. are well articulated. It is the expec-
tation of these outcomes which affords the justification

for current programs. Or, perhaps more appropriately, -

it is the value placed upon these outcomes which af-
fords the justification. However, in accepting the per-
formance-based approach, one is making a series of as-
sumptions about-teaching, teacher training, and teacher
evaluation. It is important to identify these assumptions
because when pcrformance-based tcacher education is
criticized and discussed, it will be primarily on the
basis of its inherent assumptions

Before claborating these assumptions, it is appropri-
atc to pause here to reemphasize the main point of my
argument thus far. In the social sciences, arguments for
and against innovations and practice arc based primar-
ily upon the perceived values embodied "in the
innovations and practices. Because the social sciences

-have few, if any, paradigms or models which are uni-
versally accepted, social scientists wage their battles at

the level of first causes or starting points. The physical
science., are different from the social sciences insofar as
the physical sciences contain laws, theories, and princi-
plus to which all physical scientists subscribe. Onc phy-
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sicist may not agree with another’s application or re-
search in the area of relativity theory, but both accept
“the basic axiois of the theory, Such is not the case in
the social scienees. We are not at the stage of arguing
about applications, but rather about starting points. We
have five theories of personality, not one; three theo-
ries of what the “good™ teacher is like, not one; four
learning theories, not one. Each of us aceepts different
starting points about the nature of education, of man,
or of the good. However, despite our rush to emulate
the physical sciences, one of the most powerful aspects
of -the social sciences may be its pluralism. When we
argue and criticize it is more often about assumptions
than about application or practice. To a humanistic ed-
ucator performance-based teacher education is anath-
ema regardless of whether it succeeds or fails because
it cmphasizes the wrong things. The point of this
rather lengthy digression is that evaluation of perform-
ance-based teacher education by those outside the fold
will center upon the assumptions inherent in the per-
formance-based approach as viewed from their value
premises. Adherents to the movement require no evalu-
ation of the central assumptions. They have already
evaluated @.nd endorsed them as good. Note that while
performance-bascd proponents acknowledge the nced
for rescarch about teaching activitics and outcomes to
improve the approach, few argue for a test of the basic
idea itseif. The basic idea has already been cvaluated
and accepted.

What, then,  are the assumptions inherent in the per-
formance-based approach? Major assumptions number
five and arc as follows: '

1. There exists a set of performances which is im-
portant for all teachers to posscess.

It is rcasonable to identify, define, and set stand-
ards for the relevant performances.

Once identificd, we possess the knowledge and
skill to tcach the relevant performances.

Teaching can be characterized as the sum of the
defined performances.

The performances arc measurably related to stu-
dent lcarning.

T

The fact that\_!_ have called these five propositions
assumptions docs not imply that proponents of per-
formance-based tcacher educatio:: consider thesc to be
assumptions. In fact, the extent to which any state, lo-
cale, or university has adopted a performance-based
approach is the extent to which these propositions are
not assumptions, but givens. While thoughtful advo-
cates of performance based teacher education recognize
the nced for more cesearch in arcas touching on these

five .reas. most advocates accept the statements as
facts™ awaiting certificatior by rescarch. To critics of
the performance-based notion, however, the five state-
nments gre vegarded as assumptions and will be the
focal points of criticism and attack.

To illustrate my point, consider an articic by Arthur
Combs, director for humanistic education at the Uni-
versity of Florida, which appcared in a recent issue of
“The Journal of Teacher Education™ (1972). The title
of the article is “Some Basic Concepts for Teacher Ed-
ucation,” I have selected this article as an example not
because | favor the arguments it advances, but rather
because it happened to be sticking out kitty-corner
from a heap of similar articles on my desk. Strictly
random access to the heap would have served the same
purpose. Here are two assertions advanced.

1. “The production of an effective teacher is a
highly personal . matter, dependent primarily
upon the development of an appropriate system
of beliefs.” (p. 286)

2. “Effective teacher education must concentrate ns
cfforts upon mczmmgs rather than behaviors.”
(p. 287)
Combs goes on to argue, “It is conceivable that requir~
ing a teacher education program to definc precisely the
behaviors it hopes to produce may be the surest way to
destroy the effectiveness of its products by concentrat-
ing cveryone’s attention on the wrong dynamics™ (p.
288). It is clear that Combs’ valuc oricntation places
him in a teacher education camp far different from that
of perforinance-based adherents. If a performance-
based approach could be shown to achicve its aims, I
would expect Combs® reaction to be, “Fine, but that’s
not what tcaching is all about.”

Returning to the five assumptions stated above, it is
posanblc to consider each individually and to raiss
gliestions a’ out its approprmtcncss One could ques-
tion the extent to which teaching is actually a science
which can be analyzed and described in precise terms.
Given current knowledge about teachers and teaching,
one could raise questions about the ethical issues in-
volved in identifying relevant tcacher competencies and
wyels of performance. Even if certain performances

ese known to be related to teaching success, the ques-
ticn of whether such performances can be taught to

- prospective teachers is not at all clear. Within the con-

text of performance-bascd teacher education, such is-
sues are tagged as “problems to be solved,” not as
“considerations o be weighed in determining whether
we should have performance-based programs.”
Performance-based teacher education advocates have



proceeded from o belief svstem which aceepts these
five assumptions as givens. As a result, what is perhaps
the most important evaluative guestion about perform-
ance-based teacher education---whether or not it is bet-
ter than current practices and should be implemented
has been answered in many states, The likely impact
of this value judgment on states, teacher education in-
. stitutions, prospective teachers, and students outweighs
the impact of evaluations carried out within any ongo-
- ing performance-based program. Onee once’s befief sys-
tem daceepts the need to go ahead with performance-
based teacher ceducadon and certification,  probilrms
reduce to those coneerned with implementation and
“spreading the gospel.™ It was possible to have ap-
proached the issue of performance-based teacher edu-
cation as a sovictal experiment, emphasizing planned
intervention and evaluation of the basic notion itself
(Campbeil, 1969). However, it should be noted that
this experimental approach alse proceeds from a belief
svstem, one which aceepts 4 rational, planned, gradual
approach to socictal change. '

- Regardless of the basis on which the decision to in-
stitute a parformance-based approach is made, how-
ever, onc: it is agreed to commence, issues related to
evaluatic n within ongoing programs arise. It is to these
problems 1 shall now direct attention.

Evaluation in Performance-Based Teacher
‘Education Programs

A miltitude of models whizh intcgrate both student
and curriculum cvaluation concerns of instructional
programs have been advanced in recent years (e.gi,
Airasian, Madaus, and Rakow, 1972: Provus, 1969;
Stuffichcam, 1971). These models describe various
types of cvaluation, the points in instruction where the
types are most relevant, and the kinds of judgments
which can be made on the basis of the cvaluations.
Most models are specitically designed to help indivi-
dualize instruction within the context of programs
which emphasize predefined objectives or competen-
cies. Because such models exist, I shall not attempt to
suggest a full-blown evaluation model for perform-
ance-based programs. Rather, | shall dircet may atten-
tion to a few cvaluative issues which 1 feel are of
major importance for any performance-based teacher
cducation model. '

Defining Teacher Competencies

While some observers rgue that the most powerful
individuals in a performance-based approach are those
who ultimately certify performance or competency, 1
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would argue that the most powerful individuals are
those who frame the competencies to be attained.
Ihese are the individuals who explicitly define what is
i good teache = The decisions of these individuals color
the selectjon of learning expericnees as well as the
evaluative technigues and criteria. In the.performance-
based approach. which proceeds from identification of
ends to selection of means to- obtain these ends, it is
the ends which are paramofint. The rationale for a
program. its learning experiences, standards, and certi-
fication practices rest upon the performances defined as
needed by the good teacher. Parenthetically, there is 2
vast literature on the pros (e.g.. Bloom, Hastings, 2. d
Mudaus, 1971; Block, 1971; Popham, 1968; Tyler,
1934, 1950) and cons (2.g., Atkin, 1968; Doll, 1971,
Eisner, 1966) of an approach to education which pro-
ceeds from clear articulation of ends to sclection of
means. Seldom does this literature appear in the con-
text of discussions about performance-based tcacher
cducation.

It is at this first stage mvolvmg the deﬁmtxon of
competencies that evaluation should play a major role.
Just as controversy about performance-based teacher
cducation generally will center upon its'assumptions, so
will controversy about any given pcrformance-based
program center on its specific definition of the good
teacher. In short, one of the primary domains of evalu-
ation within a given program will be its goals; i.e., the
competencics it seeks to teach. That this will mevnably
be the case is a function’ of the fact that not everyone
defines a good teacher in the samce way.

Wisc administrators of performance-bascd programs
will build cvatuation of their program’s defined compe-
tencies irito their planning cefforts. One useful model for
such :cvaluation®is suggested by the National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress study staff. The NAEP
sought to provide nationwide census-like data about
the cducational attainment of Americans in a variety of
subject fields. In planning the ‘assessment, the staff
quickly came -face to face with the problem of defining
what the cducational system was trying to achicve. In
essence the problem was to define the competencies
possessed by the good student in arcas ranging from
arithmetic to citizenship. A tentafive list of objectives
was determined for each content field by subject matter
specialists. These objectives and suggested procedures
for gathering evidence about their mastery weré sub-
mitted for evaluation and revision to pancls composed
of cducators, concerned vitizens, and scholars repre-
senting various points of view and secions of the
country Some of the panel sessions were heated; some:
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resulted in objuctives being deleted because conscnsus
regarding their appropriateness or importance could

not be reached. In the end, however, a general consen-
sus was reached and a list of objectives acceptable to
representatives of diverse segments of the populace was
advanced in each subject area.

Thos, once a performance-based program has gener-
ated an initial specification of the competencies it seeks
to instill in prospective teachers, numerous interested
and affectvd publics such as parents, teachers, students,
administrators, scholars, and others should have an op-
portumty to judge, criticize. and rcvnse the competen-
cies. Not only does such a screcning process have a
, public relation value, but more importantly, it affords
input into the process by publics who are likely to be
vitally concerned and affected by the performance-
bascd approach. It is likely that reconvciling the inpu s
and judgments of, varied constituents will be difficul,
time consuming, and often frustrating. However, the
importance of the specified  competencies in directing
all aspects of the performance-based program man-
dates such an evaluation at this early stage. .

- E&aluating Student Progress

Once fome degree of consensus regarding the ‘ends
of performance-based teacher education is reached, the
problem of evaluating student progress through ihe
program becomes relevant. There are three domains

which call for student evaluation.. The first involves

knowledge of processes, theories, techniques, etc., in-
formation which is best evaluated by paper and pencil
means similar to those utilized in* nonperformance

. credit aad course-centered approaches. The second do-

main involves teaching practices and activities, demon-
strations that the student can ac¢tually perform and uti-
lize various strategies, modes, and techniques. Finally,
students will be cvaluated in terms of the extent to
which their knowledge and performance capabilities re-
sult in improved classroom learning.

The third domain, which may be termed the product
or output domain, will be discussed in a later section
of this paper. In this scction I will consider the knowl-
edge and practice domains. Three evaluative issues ap-
pear relevant to the discussion: the specification of
entry behavxors. the mode of grading student perform-
_ance, and ‘the problem of obtaining an adequate sample
“of student behavior.

While performance-based advocates stress the exit.

behaviors of students who pass through their programs,
it may be appropriate to raisc some questions relatcd
to student cntry behaviors. Note that emphasis on exist

behaviors implics an acceptance of the pro&)sition'that
enough is known or can be known about instructional
techniques’ to insure that most individuals can attain
the prespecified competencies of a program. Despite
some personal reservations about such an assumption,
I am willing to concede that it may be appropriate and
true. However, one might question whether it is worth
the time, effort, and expenditure for a’ particular stu-
dent to take 8 years.to obtain ultimate initial certifica-
tion when the majofity of studens.reach the same
stage in 2 ycars Should, then, prospec.ttve candidates
for performance-based programs be evaluated with re-
spect to their attainment of a minimum set of entry
competencics before being accepted into the program?
Undoubtedly some imitial screening of candidates is
always donc. Candidates who do not possess adequate
academic records or test scores-are rejected. Capdidates
who do not manifest particular interest, pefsonality,
and value characteristics are not accepted. But evi-.
dence about the cognitive .and affective status of indi-
viduals is typically gathered by means of global,
imprecise, impressionistic means, the very means
performance-bascd programs strive to eradicate. It
would appear worthwhile, then, to evaluate prospective
students in terms of a set of entry competencies which
arc specified in the sa ae manner as the exit competen- -
cies. Certainly it is éimpossible to, identify a complete
list of entrance competencies at. this point in time.
However, some entrance criteria can be identified and
made explicit. Such criteria would require monitoring
and revision over successive groups of students to ar-
rive at a morc complete and relevant set, but the im-
pact of well defined cntry competencies may be worth
the effort insofar as they may reduce the frustration of
unqualificd candidates as well as serving as a means of
placing accepted candidates into the optimum instruc-
tional starting point {Airasian and Madaus, 1972a).
Once students are into the instructional process, it is
necessary to determine whether or not they have at-
tained mastery of the required competencies. The first
issuc here is, of course, what is meant by mastery.
That is, onc must identify the standard of performance
students must attain to be certified as possessing a
competency. Obviously, there is no source, other than
judgment, to which one can refer to select appropriate
standards. The question of standards is one which
plagiues all evaluation efforts. However, the nature of
the competency, its relevance to instruction, its sus-
pected impact on classroom learning and other such
considerations should be weighed in setting the stand-
ard. For cxample, based upon consideration of the



above arcas, 1 have set a mastery standard of 85 per-
cent in my secondary level course in tests and measure-

ments. A student is ccrtmed as fmastering tests and -

measurements w n he dgmonstrates competency on
85 percent of my coum&/ ob;egtﬂres Were I teaching
physxcal educatién to-secondary fducatmn magjors con-
centrating in areas other than. physical education, |
would set a lower mastery standard. At any rate, one
must have some criterion which:.enables him to d:ter-

minec whether a given performance is indicative of

! competency. » :

With"the prior specification of competencies and
standards, the problem of grading students is relatively
stranghtforward The crucial judgment to be made is
whether the student has attained mastery of a compe-
tency, not how he has performed relative to his peers
(Airasian and Madaus, 1972b; Popham, 1971). As
various authors concerned with* performance-based
teacher .education have indicated, criterion-referenced

as opposed to norm-referenced evaluation is ne;dea.~

With respect to each required competency, we'will want
to know whether the student has achieved criterion-

level performance, not how high or low he stands rela-

tive to other students. Criterion-referenced evaluation,
which many argue is morc relevant, humane, and

“fair” than norm-referenced evaluation, is possible only -

when criterion performance is predefined. One of the
major advantages of performance-based models is that
they dp incorporate prespecified, well defined exit be-
haviors. As an added benefit, the availability of clearly
stated exit behaviors which serve as evaluative criteria
enhances diagnosis of student learning difficulties. Un-
like the course grade method of evaluating perfofinance,
a critcrion-referenced approach related to identified
competencies can provide the student with more pre-
cise diagnostic direction than “study more” or “work
harder.” In a sense, all evaluation taking place prior to
actual certification “of competence is formatxvc\diag-
nostic evaluation.

Actual data gathering techniques to evaluate knowl-
edge and practice competencies aré not complex. For
knowledge competencies, paper and pencil tests, oral
examinations, and the like are appropriate. For prac-
* tice competencies, studies’ performance in classroom,

microteaching, or other similar situations can be

evaluated by one, or preferably more, judges on the
basis of checklists or overall performance. The basis
for judgment, be it judgment of knowledge or practice,
is always performance relative to the predefined com-
petencies. The extent to which evidence gathering situ-
ations permit students to manifest the behaviors inher-

-
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ent in the competencies is the extent to which’the
evaluation is valid:
One note of cadtion must be mtroduced however.

- Any testing situation provides only a sample of a stu-

dent’s behavior. Relatively slight differences in test

items or classtoom situations from those utilized in an -

evaluation may ¢ngender different student performance.
Thus, in judging competency, paiticularly of "teaching
practice behaviars where evidence gathering and evalu-
ation age more time consuming, it will be important to
include more than a single mecasurement. Students
should be required to demonstrate competence in class-
rooms of varying types hefore they are certified as
competent.

" Competencies Evaluated

In addition to helping judge curricular adequacy and
student learning, evaluation plays another powerful
role in any instructional system: it defines for those
being evaluated what the important or “real” aims c.
the instructional grogram are. We have all heard stu-
dents remark, “Fbrget what he tells you in class. If you
want an A, memorize the book.” The implication of
such -a statement is that the -grading process—that
‘which ultimately Tounts—is based upon a very limited
subset of the totality of instructional activities and
aims.

Yhe relevance “of evaluatxon s role in defining the
real aims of instruction for performance-based teacher
education relates primarily to affective performance.
No performance-based approach worth®its salt will

argue that teaching competence is comprised Solely of .

cogmtwe and psychomotor skills. Attitudes, values, in-
terests, preferences, and the like are at least as impor-
tant to the competent teacher as cognitive and psy-
chomotor ability—perhaps” more so. However,
instructional programs based upon the clear identifica-
tion of objectives or compedicies have a lengthy his-
tory of paying lip service to the importance of affective
outcomes, but concentrating evaluation efforts on more
casily measured nonaffective areas. By following such a
practice, evaluators define the.cognitive and psychomo-

tor aims as th¢é really important objectives of the.

progrim, regardless of what the program designers
claim about the importance of affective aims. It doesn’t
take long for students to “psych out™ what is required
of them and to shape their behavior to comply with
expectations.

Thus, if affective performances are important, they

must be evaluated. Unquestionably the state of the art
of affective assessment lags behind cognitive or psy-
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chomotor assessment. In the end, interpretive judg-
ments based upon both formal angd informal obscerva-
tion¥ and  discussions  will  probably  provide Jhe
optimum means of ;,athcnng, affective evaluative d.ua
about student progress."The lack of objectivity dssoci-
ated with such techniques in comparison to more for-
mal paper and pencil technigues should not deter eval-

Wation. " One method of stressing the importance of -

affectiv® aims is to diagnose and evaluate them.

Data Maintenance

In the course of Lvaluatmn in performance-based
teacher cducation, much’date about individual students
will be gathered and assessed. Two issugs related to
the maintenance of such data must be considered.
First. onc minst wnslder the form in which individual
student data will be kept and disseminated.” Second,

Jone must consider to whom data will be disseminated.

Each of these issties will be considered in turn.
Performamc-basgd educational progiams start with
‘a clear dchnmon of the capabilities possessed by the
good tcacher. The capabilities are specified in behav-
ioral terms, not in terms of number of credit hours,
grades in courses, and the like, It scems rcasonable,
-, given differences between performance-based and more
traditional programs, thaf student data within perform-
-ance-based approaches be maintained in a different
manner than in terms- of course grades or gredits

. carned. Rather, student records should contain an indi-

cation of student attainment of every relevant perform-
ance.. While the prior statement may hardly sound
“insightful -or revolutionary, recordkeeping. and dis-
semination in practice are likely to become time-
consuming and unwieldy. One of the few advantages of
the letter grade or course credit recordkeeping system
is that it permitstus to describe a student in a short, cf-
ficient manner. An ifidex gard suffices to charactefize a
student over 4 coflege years. In an attempt to over-
come the lack of specification inherent in grades and
credits, performance-based approaches turned to- the
identification of specific behaviors related to good
teaching. To characterize student learning in the light of
the extensive lists of performances identified in most
performance-based programs, pages and pages of rec-
otds are needed for each student. It is important that
such records be kept and disseminated in unshortencd,
uncxpurgated form to state certification boards, pro-
spective employers, and to the students themselves.
Individuals responsible for recordkeeping in per-
iormance-based approaches must resist the inevitable

F.

pressures {from school administrators anag certification
boards to provide a number or a prief statement to
characterize a student. To succumb to such entreaties,
no matter how attractive they appear or strongly they
arc urged, will result in réducing the importance of the
prespecified performances, which represent after all,
the basic appeal of performance-based approaches.

. Further, to succumb to such entreaties will feturn certi-

fication and hiring practices to a *highest number
wins™ basis, with the result that specific relevant c,apa-

bilities will be overlookad or ignored.

Adequate recordkeeping représents only one aspect
of the data maintenance probiem. To a much greater
extent than more traditional approaches, performance-

‘based instructional programs will have on file explicit

affective judgments about students. While our schools
and society accept cogitive information about individ-
uals as a prime currency of worth or merit, there is
some reluctance to judge individuals on the basis of
personality, value, or other affective characterisitics.
There is a fecling that these art more private and less
mecessary for others to know. That affective qualities
arc important to good teaching, few would argue.
However, a crucial question to be answered within the
context of performance-based programs is “To whom
should judgments about a given student’s values, per-
sonality, interests, and preferences be disseginated?”
Clearly some individuals and agencies will require such
cvaluative information; but which, under what circ
starices, in what form, with what guidelines, and_for
how: long are only a fegv of the concerns which should -
gipdc dissemination, There are no right or wrong, ethi-
cal or unethical answers to these questions. It is impor-
tant, howevgr, that every performance-based teacher
cducation approach find answers to these questions,
answers which protect. the privacy rights of its students -
yet afford information access to those to whom it is es-
sential.

3 udging Teachers by Their Students’.

Achievement

-The final evaluative issue to be raised is undoubtedly
the most emotion-charged aspect of performance-based
teacher education: the evaluation of teacher compe-
tence in terms of student learning. I suppose that in a
real seise, my own dual responsibility as a professional
educator and a parent reflects the problems involved in
judging teachers’ performance by their students’ learn-
ing. As a professional educator, I recognize the myriad
of factors outside ®he teacher’s control which affect



-quent performance remdins the subject of discussion

-~

.
lmrmm.' But as a parent, I wongder whether nut hold-
ing teachers ¢ven minimatlhy accountable for student
fearning is an aceeptance of the position that the rea-
son for al' failure resta upon the student’s shoulders.
The daa’ which must be gathered to evaluate teach-

ety effeets upon student Iearning arg not at all clear.

Personality and cognitive differences between teachers
teaching the same type of classes as often* as not' result

in the same oyerall class performance for both teacher

types. Rescarch indicates that o substantial portion of
the variance in student ability and achievement is at-
tributable to ¢hvironmental factors whose major impact
on thé student occurs before the student reaches the
school. The effect of failure in grior years upon subse-

argong cducators, Although none of us relish the impli-
cation$, it may be that prolonged failure,in schqol ex-
periences ultimately results in students who"are simply
not reclaimable, regardless of any tcacher $ competence
or pérseverance. We might even question whether fail-
ure or poor performance in some coursel is not a ben-
cfit to students,” especially if it prwents them from

ursuing carcers or arcas where they ‘hav fttle roba-
P g y: p

bility of success. Finally, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, there is the problem of the criteria, which indi-
caiv successful studedt karmng *The pnss?bnhugs here

.are myriad,

In sum, whnk, it is always possible to ovaluate teach-
ing competency by measuring student learning, the is-
Stes rémaining to be settled before such evaluation can
be undertaken in an intelligent manner, fair to bpth
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teachers and students, suggests that student learning
measures not be used to evaluate individual teachers at
present. Rather, rescarch on variables and mecasures

hypothesized to relate to student achievement should be

undertaken.  Particular teacher competencies should
first be validated against, measures of student behavior.
Note, however, that the most accurate and extensive
rescarch data-will not remove the ultimate need for
making cvaluatlvc judgments concerning: the type and
form Of student behavior which will be considered in-
dicative of competent te achmg

Conclusion

Th:s paper has argued that the real cvaluation ques-
tions inhcrent in performance-based teacher education
relate not to constructing objective evidence gathering
techniques or measures, but rather to judgments about
what data are to be gathered, from whom, and under
what conditions. The selection of instruments and tech-
niques is an outgrowth of these prior evaluative deci-

" sions. Those whose primary interests are concerned *

with how questipns, nced only consult most measure-~
ment fexts or the curriculum evaluative literatute. If 1
have left some of my audience unsatisfied because I
did not address more practical how to questi
sole defensc is that I believe identification and resolu-
tion of the what questions is the surest manner of :nak-

., ing performince-based teacher. cduca,tlon a more via-

bie, effective, and humane approach to the problem of

cducating teachers. ‘ \
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The State Of The Art In Performance Assessment
Of Teaching Competence

By

FREDERICK J. McDONALD

™S\ To describe and evaluate the state of the art in per-
‘® formance assessment of ‘teaching competence, we

of the syStems to measure teaching competence? (2)
What progress have we made in developing the proce-
dures reqmred for systems measuring teaching compe-

should. ags er three questions: (1) What are the goals

tence? (3) What problems must be solved to create.

effective and efficient systems for assessing teaching
competence?

- Before attempting to answer these questions, I
should first openly acknowledge the assumptions that
influence my ideas and those that do not. I.assume that
even small progiess made in assessing teacher compe-
tence will be d gieat improvement ovér our present
evaluations. Because I assume this, I am willing to
y%e the use of procedures and systems which at the
present time are limited or even defective—since I also
assume that as we use what instruments and ‘techniques

_are now available we shall learn more about the nature
of teaching competence and progressively improve our
methods for evaluating it. I further assume that the
cost of measuring feacher competence will bt neces-

- sarily be prohibitive, despite the fact that many people

seem to assume the contrary. It is obvious that institut-
ing a measurement system where there was none be-

* fore will impose heavy costs. But until we have a com-

plete cost/benefit analysis, I am not willing to assume
that these costs will be unmanageable. Further, I do
not assume that the evaluation system will necessarily
be complex because we do not know ‘as yet what infor-
mation is needed to make reliable und valid judgments
about teaching competence. I choosg, therefore, to be
optimistic about both the cost and complexity of an
evaluation system

It seems to me that the most reasonable position to
take at this time is to acknowledge the many problens
and to regard their solution as dependent upon.the or-

-

dinary processes of research and development. It is
seif-defeating and destructive.to so negatively prejudge
the situation that work which mlght resolve the prob-
lemgs-is eithér impedad or prematurely terminated.

The Goals of an Evaluaﬁon System

Let us now return to the three questions with which
I began this presentation. The first is obviously the
most important: what shduld be the goals of a per-

formance assessment system? The ultimate goal of such

a system is to provide information that enables the de-
cision makers—teacher educators, certification officers,
and administrators—to decide whethér a teacher candi-
date has" sufficient competence to be permitted to
teach. Everythmg else that we will want to say about
this goal is either a refinement of what is meant by
making a judgment about competence or' a problem
that must be solved if such judgments are to be made.
I will therefore list a set of conditions that must be sat-
isfied for this goal to be attained.

First, measurement procedures used in the evalua-
tion of teaching competence must have hirh validity.
Validity in.this case means we have demonstrated a

. substantial relationship between a teaching skill or per-

formance and its effects upon students.

At this-polnt in time we know very little about what
skills or performances have demanstrable effects on
student behavior. The highest priority in a research

" “program on tcaching competence must be given to

salving this problem. The conclusion, however, should
not be drawn that we must defer the development of
an evaluation system until all the relevant research has

" been done. We already have an abundance of ideas on

pertiflent teaching competencies which we can begin to
nieasurc—a necessary first step, and one whose-effect .
on teaching performance can be studied systematically
as part of the process of developing evaluation systems.
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We cahnot or ought not. however, make definitive
judgments- about teaching competence until the validi-
tics of specific teaching skills or performances have
been established.

Scecond, we must establish the reliability of assess-
ment procedures that will be used, in evaluation sys-
tems. Reliability in this case means the stability of a
teaching skill or performance. Does the teaching skifl
vary considerably from day to day, class to class, topic
to topic? We need to know the conditions under which
it is most likely to be variable and those under which it
is most likely to be consfant.

While cousiderable atiention is given to the problem
of validity, practically no attention has been given to
the » performance characteristics of teaching  skills.
There is some intuitive understanding that a variety of
conditions may affect a teacher’s skill, but formal re-
search-on the problem is nonexistent. It makes no dif-
fercnce how rescarch on this aspect of teaching per-
formance ‘comes out because we need all kinds of
information in making judgments about competence.
If, for example, a particular teaching skill requires spe-
cial conditions to clicit it, we must ask whether those
conditions were present when the teacher’s possession
of the skill was being evaluated.

Third, we need to know what, for lack of a better
term, [ will call the “learnability™ of a skill. It is con-
ccivable that a pasticular skill, even though it has been
demonstrated to have highly desirable effects upon
chiidren's learning, can be lcarned by only a few indi-
viduals. We do not expect everyone to become theoiet-
ical physicists or concert pianists or gold medal-win-
ning athletes because we know that some special
aptitudes may be required for achicvements of this
order. Similarly, there may be forms of teaching whose

- acquisition demands vnusual aptitudes. Thus, we °

should avoid the trap of assuming that every skill dem-
onstrated to have desirable effects on stiidents will nec-
essarily be required of cvery person/who wishes to
teach.

We must develop the kinds of information described
in thesc three points—relating to the reliability, valid-
ity, and lcarnability of tcaching skills. We cannot
achieve our goals unless we can define what is to be
measured, under what conditions it is to be measured,
and how the information yielded by the procedure is to
be interpreted. But there are some other conditions be-
yond these threc that must be met by any system for
measuring teaching competence.

A fourth condition, for example, is that the informa-
tion gathered about teachers must be as uncontami-

nated by subjective biases and political processes as is
humanly possible. Any observation of human beluuior
is, of course, influenced to a degree by the characteris-
tics of the observer and by the characteristics of the
measurement procedure itself. We shall need to de-
velop new strategies for collecting information on
teaching competence if we are to minimize the preb-
fems of gathering such information.

Fifth. the conditions of measurement must provide
comparable information on groups of teachers. We
must standardize the conditions under which teacher
behavior is measured. Otherwise, it is impossible to tell
whether variations in tcacher behavior are due to situa-
tional differences or to differences in teacher compe-
tence, thus exposing the candidate to the vagaries of
idiosyncratic favoritism.

The conclusion should not be drawn, however, that
the assessment system should_ignore variations in the
conditions under which teacher performance gccurs. As
1 stated carlicr, it is essential that we determine those
conditions under which a teaching skill may be ex-
pected to vary. Such information is necessary in evalu-
ating teaching competence. But we cannot treat teach-
ing as if it were so different on each separate accasion
that we can never evaluate it. The conflict between es-
tablishing reasonable cXpectations for teaching per-
formance and the variety and complexity of the situa-
tions in which teaching occurs is onc of the most
importunt problems we have to solve. Until it is solved,
our decisions about competence must necessarily be
tentative.

Sixth, we must develop an evaluation system that
makes duc allowance for the teachers’ opportunitics to
acquire the relevant teaching skills. A decade may well
pass before teacher education programs have become
performance-bascd and before a reasonable amount of
performance assessment has taken place. To demand
competence of individuals who have not had the op-
portunitites to acquire that competence is immoral, and
to make judgments that affect their careers on such an
insubstantial basis is equally immoral. Assessment
should nor be used for evaluative purposes when the
individuals being assessed have not had the opportunity
to learn thosc things for which they are being evalu-
ated. .

In listing these constraints, I have outlined the major
problems that must be solved if a system of assessing
teaching competence is to be developed and used in a
practical way; indeed the solution of thc problems de-
pends on our meeting these conditions.
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The State of Measurement Technology
and Knowledge

Despite populiar opinion to the contrary, measure-
ment technology follows the wants of its users. For

three-quarters of a century, decision makers of one kind*

or another liave wanted to assess what candidates for
teaching positions know. Measurement technology for
asséssing academic knowledge thus became highly de-
veloped. Consequently, we now have widely available
tests of knowledge of subject matter and of knowledge
about teaching methods. But until recent years there

has been no deniand of any consequence for the devel-

opment of performance assessment. As a consequence,
this aspect.of measurement is largely undeveloped.

We have developed observation scales which permit
us to report what teachers do under ordinary teaching
conditions: but none of these observation schedules or
methods mect any of the constraints which 1 outlined
previously. The conclusion should not, however, be
drawn that the use of observation schedules should be
terminated; nevertheless, they and any other measure-
ment procedure must be subjected to the kinds of re-
search and dewclopment necessary to make them useful
within the stipulated constraints.

The basic problem of performance asscssment tech-
nology is to create a controlled situation or to use an
ordinary tcaching situation with sufficient knowledge of
its characteristics so that their influcnce on the per-
formance can be assessed. Observation schedules fall
into this second group of procedures. The problem of
asscssing the influences in a wide variety of teaching
conditions and \.:performances is enormous. 1 have come
to the cunclusion that a more profitable line of re-
scarch should use controls, simulated teaching situa-
tions. ;

Rather than describe the adequacy of available
measurement technology, a rather depressing picture, I
shall describe the work in progress on the assessment
of performance; using simulated teaching conditions.
This work is relatively new in the field of teaching
competence, and it is conceivable that it may never de-
velop into a practicable technology. But some of the
problems must be solved and are more likely to be
solved cfficicntly and satisfactorily by using simulated
teaching conditions. The relationships between teaching
performance and student learning, for example, can be
studied very efficiently by using microteaching sessions.
Similarly, the reliability of teaching performances
under controlled conditions can also be easily assessed.

We arc attempting to build a system that provides
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information about basic teaching skills, teaching per-
formances, and teaching strategies. This system is de-
signed to use simulated teaching situations of varying
degrees of complexity. Initially, both the teaching skilt
measured and the conditions under which it is meas-
ured are relatively simple. The prospective teacher -
moves through the system from this simple initial level
to one where he or she must use a variety of skills,
performances, and strategies in combination and must
enact them over a period of time. The critical feature
of the component systems is that the conditions are
carcfully controlled. In what ways are they controlled?
For any given component, the teaching objectives and
teaching performances are. specified; for example, if we
are attempting to assess the teacher’s ability to rein-
force students participating in a discussion, the objec-
tive of the lesson is set as increasing the amount of
student participation in the class. The trainee is told

“that he will be evaluated on the degree to which stu-

dents participate in a class discussion. Initially, we
want to measure only his use of reinforcement proce--
dures to facilitate participation in classroom discussion.
In other components and at other times, the teaching
situation will be constructed to evaluate the trainee's
ability to present a stimulating problem for discussion
or to ask questions which elicit comments from stu-
dents or facilitate discussion by highlighting differences
of opinion.

In order to make assessments at this time, certain
factors have to be controlled. For example, if we are to

g
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study the teacher’s use of reinforcement techniques, we
do not want the teacher preoccupied with the prepara-
tion or development of the topic or with the choice of
the topic, nor do we want a group of teachers to have
different objectives. Therefore, as ! noted, we stipulate
the objective, and we also provide the teaching mate-
rials for the lesson. Further, we control variability of
the students by reassigning the students to a teaching
assignment and by providing the preparation period
for familiarizing themsclves with the material to be dis-
cussed. It should be noted, and I wish to emphasize,
that the factors which are controlled in one type of sit-
uation may be systematically varied in another in order
to assess the degree of the teacher's skill.

What can be learned by using this technology?
These midroteaching sessions can be used to assess a
teacher's skill under a variety of different teaching con-
ditions. We thave tried several formats of microteaching
lessons to dgtermine what can be learned by having
teachers teacly different lessons and different groups of
students. In one format, for example, we asked the
teacher to teach four diffcrent topics to the same group
of students; in another, a teacher teaches different stu-
dents the same topic; and in yet another, the teacher
will teach different topics to the same students and
then the same topics to another set of students. In
these ways we can test how the teacher’s skills change
under the different teaching conditions. We have al-
ready found that inexperienced teachers’ behavior var-
ies from topic to topic, to some extent, even though
the topics appear to be highly similar in nature and
would seem to offer similar opportunities for using
teaching skills.

Eventually, we would.cxpect to have a series of rep-
. resentative teaching situations in which it had been
shown that certain kinds of teaching skills are highly
likely to be useful. An assessment battery would ‘con-
sist of a series of microteaching sessions covering these
teaching situations.

Because the microteaching format has several limita-
tions, such as relatively short lessons and small num-
bers of students used, we developed a mini-course
format to use for more complex teaching situations, A
mini-course in this context is a short course lasting 1
or 2 weeks. The tcachers teach this course an hour a
day for one of these periods of time. For these courses
we have also developed a complete statement of objec-
tives, course materials, and achievement tests to be
taken by the students at the end of the course. Almost
300 preservice teachers have taught these courses 8o
that we have gathered considcrable data on teaching

+

performance and experience with the technology’ xtself

The results of the analyses of these teaching per-
formances indicate that the microtcaching perform-
ances are relatively poor predictofs of the teaching per-
formances in the mini-courses. But, for several reasons,
1 am not willing to offer this conclusion as solidly sub-
stantiated. First, the subject-matter of the shori courses
is more complex, and segments of any one lesspn
would be similar to the teaching situations created by -

- the microteaching session. But their combination pre-’

sents a different kind of teaching problem. Also, in the
situation in which we have gathered data, relatively lit-
tle performance training took place ber ¢en the initial
microteaching and the subsequent teaching in the short
courses. Systematic training using the assessment gath-
ered in the microteaching might influence substantially
the relationships between the two kinds .of perform-
ances; that is, where the teacher has sufficient skills, as
revealed in the microteaching performance, the instruc-
tors would reinforce these skills so that they were more
likely to be used by trainees in the more complex
teaching. There is still reason to believe that we have
created two sufficiently distinctive types of performance
situations which will yield equally valuable but different
kinds of information. My own opinion is that the mi-
croteaching is more useful for assessing the degree to
which a teacher has basic skills; the mini-course is most
useful in assessing how teachers integrate these skills
into complex teaching performances.

As I said earlier, our goal is to build a system that -
will assess the simple components of teaching compe-
tence and also its more complex aspects. We-visualize
the coordinated assessment system as made up of pe-
riods of microteaching used primarily for assessment
purposes and short courses or units that can iater be
embedded in internship and student-teaching experi-
ences. These components would be arranged so that
the training institution could be given information con-
tinuously about the level of competence bemg reached
by the trainee. :

The student teaching and mtemshxp experiences can
be used to assess daily performance under uncontrolled
conditions. They.are useful for -providing information
on what tcachers are likely to do in contrast to what
they are able to do. The simulation-type teaching situa-
tions that I have described should be thought of as
teachers assessing what teachers are capable of doing;
whereas on-the-job performance tells us what he or she
regularly docs. We can also use on-the-job observation
to assess such factors as teaching style.

I am convinced, after a year's experience with ad-



ministering systems such as these and another year's
analysis of the data gathered, that it is entirely feasible
to build a uscful performance assessment system  that
can be embedded in any teacher-training program. As
such systems are developed, state departments of edu-
cation can learn what criteria ought to be applied to
the assessment of teaching competence. The prototype
that we are developing in our rescarch program can be
used to gencrate concepts about the appropriate means
to evaluate cach training institution’s procedures for as-
sessing the competence of their students.

It is obvious to me that the type of technjques being
developed can be used with beginning teachers prior to
the granting of tenure, and for periodic reassessment of
teaching skill. We should not, however, usc these pro-
cedures at the present time for continuing certification
schemes, any more than we ought to use the current
observational procedures and administrator evaluations
for that purpose; but therc is good reason to believe
that, in time, asscssment strategies can be developed
which will be uscful both in preservice and inservice
assessment of teaching competence.

Onc question asked frequently is, “How expensive
will performance assessment be?” As 1 observed ear-
lier, there is no adequate way not to answer this ques-
tion because we do not know what information we
shall need to make Judgments about teaching compe-
tence. My experience indicates that we can gather large
amounts of data about tcaching performance relatively
inexpensively: for example, three 20-minute micro-
teaching scssions yicld an hour of teaching perform-
ances. A videotape of these performances can be ob-
served to assess many different skills, In fact, the short
course yields almost more information than can be
quickly processed. We have tesorted to audiotaping
and videotaping about a half hour of each hour session
for the very practical rcason that this half hour covers
three-fourths of the: teaching that occurs. I am not con-
vinced that even this much information is needed. We
arc studying this probiem by taking different samples
of the vidcotape perfcrmances that we have and find-
ing he intercorrelations among teaching performances
across the samples. This technical work will eventually
help us find the optimum amount of observation time
that we must use in order to make reliable judgments
about teaching skills.

While many people arc concerned about the cost of
performance testing, few discuss“the cconomies that
may be achicved by using them. It is very apparent
that, when one looks at videotapes of teaching per-
formances, a diagnosis of basic teaching skills can be
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made very casily, and this information can be used to
speed the learning of these teaching skills. We already
have sufficient information on feedback and modeling
techniques to know that the information gencrated in a
performance assessment system can be incorporated
into feedback and modeling systems to increase the
cffectiveness o training. Thus, we may expect the insti-
tution to benefit by achieving economies in training
time and the trainee to benefit by achieving compe-
tence sooner when he enters upon actual teaching.

Reactive Simulation Devices

I have been describing performance assessment pro-
cedures which require the teacher to interact with stu-
dents in a simulation of actual teaching. There are
some other procedures that appear to be promising in
assessing potential teaching competence. We have de-
veloped a filmed simulation test that portrays a teacher
wndus.tmg a class. The film is stopped periodically and
the viewer is asked to say what he or she would do in
this situation; in other parts of the test the viewer is
asked to explain what is occurring in the class, and, in
some places, he is asked what advice or suggestions he
would give to the teacher. We do not yet have data on
the predictive validity of this measurement, but it ob-
viously taps the prospective teacher's attitudes toward
students, his perceptions of the problems of teaching,
and his understanding of some phases of teaching strat-
egies. The test situation is sufficiently lifelike to create
great intcrest on the part of those who view the film,
and invariably the film produces some intense discus-
sions about what the teaching portrays, thus suggesting
to us that the film also has great potentnal for training
purposes.

Another type of simulation device has been created
to depict the kinds of strategies teachers use. This pro-
cedure is a gamelike device in which an experimenter
plays the role of student in a highly controlled way.
The teacher arranges the subject matter in the form of
presentations or questions, and the experimenter re-
sponds whenever the teacher asks a question. This
gamelike sitvation does discriminate sharply between
deductive and inductive teaching styles, It seems likely
that the role of the experimenter can be computerized
so that the game can be used by large numbers of
trainees in a more efficient manner.

Both of these techniques are illusgrative of the kmds
that are likely to be developed to assess teacher com-
petence. Obviously, their validity in predicting teaching
performance has to be established. But the work to
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date suggests that thcy\\arc probably of sufticient valid-
ity to be uscful in asseshing what a teacher is likely to
do in a classroom,

The Pr;)blems To Be Solved

The work that | have described here is meant to be
illustrative of the possibilities of assessing tcaching
competence. | emphasized that the probiems are pri-
marily technical and partially theoretical. We have not
yet developed an adequate technology of performance
assessment, but the reason for this is related more to
the lack of experience with these technologies than to a
lack of knowledge of what to do. -

The theoretical problems are more compléx and will
require extensive rescarch and development. The kinds
of procedures that 1 have been talking about here can
be adapted to-experiments—for example, assessing the
relationship of teaching skills to pupil karning. Care-
fully controlled cxperiments can be designed in the mi-
croteaching format to study hypotheses about thesc re-
lationships. The mini-course data can be used to
induce hypotheses about the relationship of teaching
_ competence to pupil learning. But until the basic ques-
tions about what competencies make a difference have
been resolved, the design of assessment technology will
be incomplete.

Each of the conditions governing an assussment sys-

tem, that I outlined previously, presents a technical

problem to be solved. These problems are highly ame-
nable to rescarch, and there is no reason to believe
that they cannot be solved in a relatively short period
of time.

A basic problem is political in character. Many indi-
" viduals believe that competence cannot be measufed

because they do not want competence to be measured.-

The solution to this problem is obviously complex.
Certainly the development- of efficient and demonstra-
bly uscful assessment systems will weaken the -argu-
ments against assessment. Still, there will probably al-
ways be thosc who will say that the most important
aspects of teaching are unmeasurable. But 1, for one,
have never been able to understand how this conclu-
sion can be reached before anybody has tried seriously
to micasure the more clusive aspects of teaching.

Conclusion

What should state departments of education, who
wish to move to performance-based certification, do
about the assessment problem? Obviously, an enor-

mous amount of research and devclopment work re-

mains to be done, and even though we are optimistic
about the pace at which the research and development
can proceed, we cannot at this time offer state depart-
ment personnel finished performance assessment sys-

. tems. For that matier, we all know that just selecting

the competencies that will be the criterion perform-
ances cannot be domt at the present time.

1 have the impression that state department person-
nel are largely concerned, and justifiably so, about this
latter question. 1 propose that rather than think about
assessment in terms of what competencies should be
measured, state department personnel think about the
criteria for evaluating assessment ‘systems from which
judgments about competence are made. If you agree
with me that it will be several years before we have a
good body of research established on the relationship
of teaching competence to pupil learning, then it scems
to me that the most practical course to take is to set
standards for the-evidence about competence that is to
“be provided, however that competence may be defined.

I urge your consideration of thic approach because I
helieve that once a faculty in an . institution becomes
concerned with the assussment problem, the definition
of competence and the demongtration of its relevance
to student learning will become major concerns of the
faculty and will more likely be tackled quickly and ef-

ficiently. But it also seems to me that what state de-
partment personnel ought to be asking is what the
bases arc to be on judgments about competence are
made. If attention is focuscd on these decision-making
processes and the information is used to make decisions
about compctence, we shall at least have guatranteed
that the judgments are not being made subjectively or
that a multiplicity of factors affecting competence have
been inadcquatcly controlled or that the range of a
tcacher’s skill has not been appropriately evaluated.
The problem for the next several years can be stated:
as a question addressed to the training institution,
“Given your conception of what constitutes compe-
tence, what evidence have you gathered thit demon-
strates that tcachers have acquired tKese competen-
cies?” _ :

In my opinion, if state dcpartments would adop!
criteria for the evidence to be presented to support
teacher certification, the performance-based movement
would move forward quickly. You would also avoid
the trap of falling back into approving programs which
have a performance base but cannot produce evidence
that the trainces who go through the program are in
fact competent tecachers. This approach would focus
the institution’s attention on the development of the as-

4
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sessment of competence and would give each institu-
tion greater freedom in the development of programs.

Those of us who are interested in the performance-
based movement in teacher education accept a basic
principle: we do not care how a teacher becomes com-
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petent provided that he or she can demonstrate that
competence. If we believe in this principle, as 1 know
we do, then our cefforts should be directed to deciding
what cvidence we will assess to determine whether a
teacher. is competent.
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PBTE: Proceed With Caution

By

BARAK ROSENSHINE

As ' review the current state of knowledge about
PBTE. ' am overwhelmed by the certainty expressed
by state :gislatures and state departments of education
when they mandate teacher performuace criteria as an

answer to educational problems. It is equally over-’

whelming to read the lists of behavioral competencies
developed by teacher educators or to read the training
packages developed to instill’ these competencies. Do
these educators and legislators know something that I
don't know, and why hasn’t this message gotten
through to me?

When I look at research on teaching, I am over-
whelmed with uncertainties. This is because systematic,

cumulative rescarch on teaching behaviors and student -

learn *~ * - barely begun. The resuits of the research,
to date, arc best scen as providing suggestions for fu-
ture rescarch, not future practice. Research to date
tells us very little on effective questioning skills, for ex-
ample, and even less about whether effective’ quastion-
ing skills are similai across grade levels and subject
areas, ¢ . '

Until informed otherwise, I assert that it is illusion-
ary to mandate teacher performance criteria and expect
that pupils will benefit from tcachers achieving a ‘set
criteria on these skills. We simply know too little, and
our research is too contradictory to support such man-
dates. Thercfore, I would caution leaders in PBTE to
proceed slowly and with caution. Teaching competen-
cies are not matters that can be decided by a poll of
concerned citizens or be legislated by state legislators.

At the same time, the interest generated by PBTE,
and the training which is being provided under PBTE

programs both provide scttings and possibilities to cor.- '

duct research to answer some of the questions which
are becoming increasingly important. The purpose of
this paper. then. is to attempt to specify rescarch prob-

lems and suggest ways in which such research can be

conductetl.

Current Knowledge on T :aching Competencies
Anyone who writes about teaching competencies is

_aware of the lack of research which links teaching be-

haviors to beneficial effects upon pupils. My own view
is that it is premature to use this research to derive im-
plications for practice or teacher training. This is be-
causc there have been relativcly few studies of teaching
behavior and student Jearning, and most of these stud-

ies were done on a small budget with a small sample

of teachers and a small number of observations and
outcome measures. At present, the conclusions are not
ready for translation into teacher training competen-
cies. At present, we have only the faith that increased
research,and improved research will yield knowledge
that can be translated into teacher competencies.

The following is my encapsulated view on the state
of research on teaching competencies and student
growth: .

a. The research base for building teaching

competencies is; extremely thin because there

have been only & small number of studies which
attempted to relate. teaching behaviors to pupil
learning and very few reviews of these studies.
For example, although one extensive review was
written on the correlations between teaching be-
haviors and pupils’ cognitive ‘'gain (Rosenshine,
1971), similar reviews apparently Rgve not ap-
ared on the correlations between teaching be-
aviors and pupil social or cognitive growth. Re-
views on experimental studics on teaching
behaviors and pupil learning have yet to appear.
Because of the lack of research cited above
and the unevenness of the quality of research
which has been done, the results of the best of
these studies are not sufficiently clear to be
translated into performance modules

The correlational studies which have been com-
pleted and reviewed (sce Rosenshine, 1971; Ro-

- senshine and Furst, 1971) are best seen as pro- .

viding ideas for future research, not future
practice. In each of the reviews which I authored
or coauthored there is no section on implications

»



for practice. Rather, most of the space is de-
voted to ideas which might be considered in fu-
ture rescarch studies. In the most comprehensive
of these reviews (Posenshine, 1971) the presen-
tation of the results on cach variable is followed
by suggestions for future rescarch. These sugges-
tions are made not only for results which were
consistently statistically significant or consistent
in trend, but also for results which are, to date,
nonsignificant. Thus, investigators who wish to
build upon current research witl have no trouble
finding suggestions for such work. Whether these
suggestions have merit is still to be decided.

¢. Although a varicty of teacher-training skills
ackages have been produced by educational
aboratorics, research and development centers,
private industry, and private individuals, few, if
any of these packages are accompanied bytech-
nical reports which show. that training-t%chers
in these skills (or a combination of skills) re-
sults in greater student learning.

The above paragraph is particularly distressing
when one learns that many of these training ma-
terials have been available for 5§ years or more,
and thousands of preservice and inservice teach-
ers have received training in these skills. Yet,
when one looks for rerorts on the effectiveness
of such training for helping pupils growth, there
is a lack' of reports. Those few reports which are
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available werc usually dissertations which fo-
cused upon 15 to 20 teachers in one location.

“Fhis lack of rescarch on products developed
by agencies other than colleges of education is
distressing for a number of reasons. First, it per-
pctuates a familiar educational problem of de-
velop and disseminate and let validity lie in the
eye of the beholder. If well-funded organizations
have not adeé;uatelg' tested theil products, what
can be expected from colleges of education?
Second, the lack of research on pupil growth
deprives the developer of vital information whicl
can be used in modifyin% the product or advising
how the product can best ge used. Third, it
leaves colleges of education in a quandry when
they have to select appropriate training pro-
grams.

d. The lack of research in the past makes it very
difficult to design research for the future because
we have little to build on. Currently, when ex-
perimental studies are conducted and nonsignifi-
cant results are obtained, there are any number
of explanations: the design may have been inap-
propriate, the tests may have been jnadequatc,
the treatment itself was not very important, or
any of a number of additional possibilities. With-
out a research base to ‘which we can refer, we
can barely Fegin to guess which alternative ex-
planation *, most likely.

S

‘-Will Research Take Place in PBTE?

Performance-based teacher 'educzition"offers an ex-
cellent opportunity for colleges of education to- aid in
expanding and clarifying our knowledge base about
teaching competencies and student growth. A critical
question, however, is whether there, will be an exten-
‘sive research effort or whether the resources will be
devoted to development and a vague promise for. re-
search at some future time.

This section is written in the hopes of facilitating:

such research. It begins with a listing of existing
teacher-train ng materials, raises issues about the selec-
tion of/t¥¥hing competencies, discusses those agencies
which might ccnduci such research, and concludes with
a few suggestions on research settings and outcome
measures. '

Sources for Teacher Training Products

As 1 survey current work-in PBTE: it scems that a
great deal of time is being given to developing training
-materials. I question whether this time is necessary. In

my opinion, we already have a large number of devel-

- oped products which can be used either in present

form or with slight modification in PBTE. Scme of
these products can be identified fairly easily, and cur-
rent work will identify even more. :

A major source for identifying training products is
“Resources for Performance-Based Education” (Hous-
ton, 1973),.a joint product of the New York State Ed-
ucation Department and the Multi-State Consortium on

. PBTE. The book is the most comprehensive compila-
tion of materials I have seen. It includes over 3,000

teacher-training products which were developed by pri-
vate individuals, universities, publishing houses, and
government-sponsored organizations. Another source

‘of teacher training materials is the third edition of the

CEDaR Catalogue (1972). This two-volume edition
contains descriptions of products which have been de-
veloped by the federally sponsored educational labora-
torics and research and development centers. It also
contains descriptions of products under development,
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and claborate cross-references of the products. The
CEDaR Catalogue, however, is currently limited to the
products of the 20 organzations in the Council for Ed-
ucational Development and Research (CEDaR). In
addition, the Program on Teaching Effectivencss at the
Stanford Rescarch and Development Center has been
collecting information on teacher-training products de-
veloped by all sources and a publication of "their find-
ings should be availablc in late 1973.
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If such a large number of teacher-training products
are already available: it would seem unwise to develop
still more. A more cfficient girategy would be to use or
modify~thase to meet institutional needs. An example
of such a program is the one developed at Florida In-
ternational University (Sobol, 1973) in which all of
the modules reprgsent modifications of existing, acces-
sible material.

Because there already exist a large number of
teacher-training products, and because we have little
information on the effectiveness of these products for
enhancing pupil growth, it seems reasonable to advo-
cate that research on existing products take a higher
priority than the development of still more unvalidated
products. .

Yet, the evidence to date strongly suggests that still
more development is outpacing research in PBTE. This
is not surprising becausc most educational develop-
ments of the last decade have been characterized by
“implement and develop on a large scale and then do

" research.” Unfortunately, the research is seldom done,

and by the time we are ready to do serious research,
the developers and their public have become occupied
with still another “new” but unvalidated innovation
and return to more development with another promise
of research at some futurc time. '

Issues in Sélecting Training Products .

The availability of a large number of different
teacher-training products (there appear to be over
1,000 modules in “Resources for Performance-Based
Education,” and a largcr number of audio tapes, pro-
gramed texts, Kits, games, and guiaes) makes the prob-
lem of selection extremely difficult. Some questions and
issucs in selection might be framed as follows:

1. How does one select teacher competencies?

2. How does one distinguish between competencies
which are useful and those which are trivial and
misleading? - s

3. Are these competencies appropriate tor all sub-
ject areas, all age levels, and all types of stu-
dents? If not, how does one decide the most ap-
propriate competencies for the particular setting?

4. Which competencies’ are most appropriate for
different contexts (e.g., types of student, differ-

ing school environments, differing instructional.

materials, differing grade levels, and geographical
areas)? B

5. Are the same competencies useful for cognitive,
social, and emotional growth in pupils? If not,
how does one decide the most appropriate blend?

The common practice for answering these questions
has been for-people regarded as knowledgeable in the

field to use their experience and knowledge to make a
best guess. Because there is a lack of research, the

guesses represent the best thing we have. The critical,

question then, is whether there will be future, ‘system-
atic, cumulative efforts to attempt to answer the above
issucs.

Who Will Do the Research?

One obvious locus for research is those institutions

‘doing the development, particularly the educational -

laboratories. My guess would be that if educational
laboratories are also involved in research on the effec-
tiveness of their teacher-training products upon pupils,
the results of this research would feed back and im-
prove the devclopment of present and future materials.

But the major place for research on the teacher-

- training performance-based paékages would be in those

institutions-which are preparing teachers. Those institu-
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/ tions preparing 500 to 1,000 teachers a year would

have more than a cursory interest in the effects of their
offerings, not only upon their trainees, but upon the
pupils which the trainees will be teaching.

Collaborative rescarch would scem appropriate, par-
ticularly, within a state or across a national organiza-
tion such as the Teidcher Corps. Within the pages of
the PBTE newsletter there are a least two examples of
proposed collaborative rescarch. In one, involving
Teacher Corps trainees, a study is planned for the
1973-74 school year involving 400 interns in 20 insti-
tutions. In this study, approximately 10 measures of
cognitive, emotional, and social growth of children
taught by these interns will be collected in the fall and

again in the spring. For cach intern, information will

be collected on the extent to which they possess the
skills, attitudes, and knowledge that are believed to fa-
cilitate the learning and growth of minority group and
low-income elementary school children. A major re-
search question will be the relationship of intern skills,
attitudgs, and knowledge to the learning and growth of
their pupils. . -

Another program described in the PBTE newsletter
presents a two-step process. First, statewide institutions
arc to implement a PBTE program which includes as-
sessment of whether trainees achieve desired skills,

‘knowledge, and attitudes. In the second step, the insti-

tutions are required to.demonstrate whether the desired
skills, knowledge, and attitudes are appropriate. It is
expected that both steps will be operative before 1980.

Funding PBTE Research

. The funds for the proposed research can come from
many sources. One source should certainly be those
legislatures which are advocating teacher certification
based upon performance. Another source could be
those educational - institutions which plan to develop
‘performance-based training modules. Even if modules
weren't available, one would cxpect that for every $2
spent on development and dissemination, $1 would be
spent on rescarch to validate the training behaviors
against desirable cducational outcomes. Another source
could be the Federal Govenment, which, to my mind,
has not been allocating a sufficient proportion of funds
for rescarch into the developments they are funding.

~

Settings for Research on Performance-
Based Skills

Thé appropriate settings for research on perform-
ance-based skills is a tricky question which probably

v
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will not be answerable until a good deal of rescarch
has been done. The major issue is the extent to which
results obtained in-special settings are gencralizable to
regular school settings. Special settings have been used
in a number of studies, and these range from 10-nin-
ute lessons which student teachers present to specially
assembled groups of pupils to unique 2-week units
which regular teachers present to their regular pupils.
The differences in settings, instructional materials, and
outconic measurcs are such that research will be
needed to determine the extent to which results ob-
tained in one setting arc generalizable to another.

At present, a case can be made for the utility of all
settings. Small' controlled settings offer possibilitiés- for
intensive study, and findings obtained in these settings

. can be verified in more natural situations. Thus, al-

though teacher-training institutions would have diffi-
culty conducting rescarch in regular classrooms, they
could conduct research by assembling smaller groups
of pupils ahd noting the effects of trained and un-
trained preservice teachers who taught mini-lessons
lasting from 10 minutes to five 1-hour lessons.

. To date, the number of such studies which have
taken place on the preservice level is extremely small
—less than one per state. It is hoped that colleges of

education will recognize the advantage of combining -

the implementation of PBTE with research on the per-
formance-based skills.

Matching Outcome Measures to Training

One of the biggest problens in conducting research
on teaching, whatever the setting or the performance
skills, is selecting the appropriate criterion. measures.
In many studies, the evidence.is limited to whether
trainees modificd their instructional behavior in desired
ways. Research which contains trainee outcomes is im-
portant, but it cannot substitute for research on whether
these traince outcomes increase pupit learning,

If someone is conducting validation research, it pres-
ently seems extremely important to spend a ?eat deal

of time inspecting the match betéfeen the tedcher per-
formante skills -and the eriterion measutes. Such
inspection and matching can take place two ways. One
way wouid'be to start with specific performance skills
(é.g., asking higher order -questions) and make rea-

soncd guesses on the kind of pupil learning one. can- .

reasonably expect if these specific skills ‘are imple-
mented. (One might also cbnsider the student leafning
which would not be expected.) Then one ¢ould focate
or develop appropriate learning measurés. hal

, .. ~

-
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A second proccdu:c would be to sclect pupil out-
comes (e.g., social or emotional growth), inspect the
availuble measures in this area, and then develop a ra-
tionale for the performance skitlswhich scem appropri-
ate for enhancing such pupil learning. This second pro-
cedure has been used to reanalyze correlational and
experimental studies in which cognitive measures are
the outcome. The current evidence suggests a fairly
zhigh specificity of effect. That is, there is ‘a strong cor-
. respondeiice between the cognitive activites emphasized
during instruction and those assessed on the cognitive
outcome measure. If further analyses continue to sup-
port specificity of effect for cognitive measures, such
specificity may also hold for afi  ‘ve outcomes. If so.
then it would scem wise to inspect the affective out-
come measures used in a validation study to sec if
thefe is sufficient correspondence between the affective
‘bcllaviors stressed in the instructional modules and
those assessed on tht outcome measures.

Currently; we spend relatively little time inspecting
tHe match between the performance skills -and. the out-
cpme measures. Rather, the more common practice has
ecn to sclect performance skills from a variety of
gources, train teachers in these skills, and run some ex-
riment to sec' whcther the pupils of the trained
eachers show greater lcarning than the pupils of the
untrained teachers, The usual result has been.no signif-
icant diffcrences.

(The reader who is interested in further study of the
design of validation studics might consult Flanders
(1970, chapter 12), Flanders (1971), and Rosenshine
and Furst (1973).) T S

Irrefutable Hypotheses

code Onc. hopes that when validation rescarch occurs in

PBTE, investigators and reviewers-will allow for the
possibility that certain pet 1deas will not be validated.
Unfortunately, there bas been a tendency in education
to hang on to all idcas, no matter what the research te-

sults. When faced with studies which do not support

our pet ideas, we frequently claim that if the studics
had been better designed, or if the ticatment had lasted
longer, then our ideas would have been validated.
When all clse fails, we invoke The Educators’ Creed:

These are things that tests can’t mcasure
These may be the most important things of all
And the experimental group did best on these.

When iraining teachers in performance skills does
not yicld ditferences in pupil growth there are any num-

. ber of possible explanations, and these explanations are

sources for future research. It seems unrcasonable and
unpro”ctive o develop lines of argument which aliow
us-to ussert the validity of all performance skills which
we consider important no matter what empirical results
are obtained. Indecd, given the large number of teach-
ing skills which have generated, one would hope that
rescarch would help us yeduce the number of skills

_currently considered important.

Summary -

In performance-based teacher education (as in other °
arcas of cducation such as the teaching of reading), we
arc faced with a large number of training and instruc-
tional materials, a great deal of interest, and a limited
amount of research. As such, PBTE appears no better
and no worse than the rest of the educational field.

Whether PBTE will be limited to development and
dissemination, or whgther it will also include necessary
research on pupil learning is a critical question which
will be answered by actions in the next few years. The

_teacher-training materials which have been developed

offer cxcellent opportunities for expérimental research
(as contrasted to the correlational research whicl has
dominated the field to datc.) One hopes that institu-
tions cngaged in training teachers will cooperate ift de-
veloping a systematic and cumulative knowledge base.
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Alternative Teacher Assessment Strategies”

©

By

<

W. JAMES POPHAM

»
v . s :

At a time when the Nation’s, entire educational en-
terprise is being subjécted to increasing public scrutiny,
it is not surprising that the classroom teacher—gener-
ally conceded to be the pivotal figure in most instruc-
tional scttings—is being-evaluated more frequently and
more rigorously than ever before. , Perhaps this
increased stress on teacher evaluation stems fromi the
widespread concern about accountability in education.
Possibly it is the predictable concomitant of & glutted
teacher market where employers can finally be chocsy,
when in former years their chief concern was to get an
istructor, any instructor, to cover every classroom.

Whatever the cause, concerns about teacher evalua-
tion have become far more pronounced in the past few
years than at any tithe during this century, even though
educational researchers have been gontinually carrying
out teacher effectiveness investigatior§ for well over
70 years. The difference in th& focus of these-activities
provides the key to our understanding of why today's
typical teacher starts to perspire a bit when someone’
mentior:s teachier competence assessment. In the old
days, most tgacher effectiveness rescarchers were
searching for a suitable criterion variable which, if lo-
cated, would permit them to isolate independent varia-

everyone knew there were differences in the abilities of
teachers, a tenured teacher’s position was next to in-
violate. For example, a recent search ' of California’s
teacher employment records revealed that during the
last 40 years not one California teacher has been dis-
missed on the grounds of incompetence. It is small
wonder that in the past our teachers have not been too
threatened by teacher evaluation activities. '

_But they are threatened now—and with good rea-
son. Dissatisfied legislators in a good many states are
beginning to -enact penalty-laden laws which call for
more stringent teacher” accountability. The most cele-
brated of these recent teacher accountability laws is the
so-called Stull Act (named after its author, Assembly-
man John Stull) passec by the California legislature.

‘during the 197 legislaive session (Assembly Bill

293). The Stull Act has:generated an immense amount
of educational activity ;among California school peo--
ple,* for its implications are serious indeed. The new
law calls for the annual evaluation of all probationary
teachers and the biennial evaluation of all nonproba-
tionary teachers. The evaluations must be made on the _

 basis, as stipulated by law, of pupil progress according

bles (such as teachers’ personality traits, educational

_ experience, or instructional styles) that would contrib-

ute to more effective instruction. Such investigations
were accurately perceived by teachers as research in-
quiries and, as such, were not viewed as particularly
threatening. Even in" those instances where the aiten-
tion of the investigator was clearly directed toward
teacher evaluation; few teachers were very concerned.
After all, even if defensible assessment techniques werc
discovered, it was generally held- that teacher evalua-
tion efforts would be dirccted toward helping teachers,
never firing them. The American public had great con:
fidence in the Nation’s public schools; and, although

o 4

"7 An invited working paper for a meeting of the Multi-State
Consortium on Performance-Based Teacher Evaluation, New
Orleans, February 25-28, 1973.

-

to district-explicated standards of achievement in all
areas of. study. ‘What has happened in California as a
result of the jtull Act is that an attempt has been
made to operationalize incompetence so that even ten-
ured teachers can be dismissed if they are evaluated

- adversely. We can expect to see other state legislatures

enacting ?omparable teacher cvaluation laws in the
next few years, particularly if the California experiment
scems to' be working. _

But éven if no morc states establish teacher ap-
praisal systems, there is still a strong likelihood that
local ‘districts, perhaps buffeted by school board pres-

_sures, will set up some sort of teacher evaluation sys-

B T

1 Personal communication, ‘Research Department, California
Teachers Association, Burlingame, Calif.

2 See W. J. Popham, “California’s New Precedent-Setting
Teacher Evaluation Law,” Educational Research, Vol. 2, No.
7, July 1972, pp. 13-15.



tem. In view of these developments at the state and
Hocal levels it does not require much prescience to be
able to forecast an inereasing need for the technical de-
vices and procedures required for effective teacher ap-
praisal systems. ’
Although it is gencrally assumed hy most laymen
"(and many legislators) that educators currently possess
adequate devices for use in evaluating a teacher’s in-

structional cffectiveness, nothing could be farther from -

the truth, The history of teacher effectiveness research
is repletc with failure after: failure in efforts to devise
defensible indicators of how well a téacher teaches.
Space limitations preclude an exhaustive analysis * of
the limitations of previously tried assessment schemes,
but cach of the chief gontenders, that is, ratings, obser-
vations, and pupil test performance, have fatal defects.

Ratings

Briefly, the difficulty with ratings of teacher effec-
- tiveness (characteristically supplied by administrators,
but also obtainable from students, peers, etc.) is that
different raters have different notions regarding what it
is that constitutes good teaching. The same teacher
who is rated high by one individual because of such
factors as “flexible interaction with learners™ and “per-
sonable, informfal rapport with class” may be rated low
by another individudl because of “poor discipline™ and
“classroom anarchy.” We all use our private value ma-
trix in judging whether good teaching has taken place,
and when we try to pool these disparate sets of rater
_ expectations, chaos is the characteristic result. How
many times, fr cxample, has a classroom teacher been
rated negatively by a principal because the tgacher was
conducting class in a way other than the manner in
which the principal recalled his/her lustrous days in
the classroom. Yet that same teacher may receive a
positive rating by the district office supervisor who has
a different idea of how teaching should be carried on.
It has becn observed that one person’s humorist is an-
other person's smart aleck. Similarly, one rater’s Mr.
Chips is another rater’s Mr. Peepers.

' Observations

With respect to systematic observations of th(. teach-
er's classroom bchavior, we cncounter an interesting

1For a more detailed examination. of the strengths and
weaknesses of various teacher effectiveness assessment ap-
proaches, sz2e J. D. McNeil and W. J. Popham, “The Assess-
ment of Teacher Competence,” Chapter 7, second edition, The
Handbook of Research on Teaching, R. M. W. Travers ed.,
Macmillan, 1973.
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assumption. It runs as follows: if certain process varia-
bles can be found to correlate positively with desired
outcome variables, then by ascertaining whether those
process variables are present, on that basis alone we
can make judgments regarding the desired outcomes.
For example, if it is discovered that a teacher’s provi-
sion of practice oppostunities for learners generally re-
sults in desirable learner attainment, then proponents
of observational teacher evaluation schemes would con-
tend that we can, at least in part, evaluate teachers on
the basis of the degree to which they provide practice
opportunities.

The trouble with the logic of this- approach is its
tendency ® force one to the position that the process
variables scrutinized by classroom observers are not
only nccessary for securing worthwhile results with
learners, but that they are essentially sufficient. For i
the phenomena observed; e.g., amount of teacher talk,
are viewed as means to an end, why not assess the end
results directly without encountering the measurement
noise associated with the extra assessment step. For al-
though ne upstanding classroom observation devotee
will ever assert that those behaviors observed are with-
out exception associated with desired outcomes in
learners (such as important cognitive or affective
changes), the logic of the observation strategy pushes
us to place greater reliance on means-end predictive re-
lationships than the current sophistication of our obser-
vational techniques permits. If we are really interested
in the ends, why not focus our assessment energy on
them? .

A second difficulty with observation-based. ap-
proaches to teacher appraisal is that although a teacher
may display optimal use of the classroom behaviors
called for in the observation system, there may be dele-
terious factors present, factors not built into the obser-
vation structure, whose presence will essentially cancel
out the positive features of the teacher’s classroom be-
havior. The only way to head off this assessment diffi-
culty would be to build an observation system so ex-
haustive that it could pick up all (or most) -negative
process variables, but by that time the system would be
too vast to be practical.

Another difficulty with observational approaches to

the assessment of teacher effectiveness is that whereas

they might prove useful in identifying some classroom
practices which in general will yield beneficial results
with learners, the teacher evaluation game ‘demands
personal and particular decisions, not general guide-
lines. A particular teacher working toward particular
goals with particular students in a particular setting

P 20



36

may break all the process guidelines and yet achicve
superb result.. The particularized interaction effects are
too subtle for ouf currently unsophisticated observation
systems. There have been severa) outstanding pro foot-
ball quarterbacks whose passing form looked abysmal,
yet when tht receiver arrived at the appointed spot the
ball was always there waiting. '

Finally, there is considerable danger that when the
stakes are high cnough (and job security represen’s a
big bet), many teachers will “fake good.” Observation
evaluation systcms arc particularly susceptible to such
faking, for in thesc days of openiy described criteria
we can expect teachers to know what factors will be
involved in the observation system. Indeed, any dili-
gent and legally informed teachers organization should
be casily able to uncartn the observatior dimensions
involved. Having been apprised of vhat p actives yield
positive evaluations, is it so unrcalistic tc expuct that
teachers will tend toward thc usc of those pract.ces
when under observation? Of course, if one wished to
employ constant monitoring of classroom behavior
through such devices-as closed circuit television, then
such fakeability fears would be vitiated, but by then
most schools would have been closed permanently be-
-cause of the anti-1984 teachers’ strikes.

Pupil Test Perforniance

The chief deficiency with the usc of student icst per-
formance as an index of teacher proficicricy has gener-
ally been that the wrong kinds of tests were employed.
Since 1900 most tcacher cffectivencss research in
which pupil test performance was employed as a crite-
rion variable involved the usc of standardized achieve-
" ment tests. Since most standardized tests were designed
to serve a different purpose; namely, to permit compar-
~ isons among individual learners (not among teachers)
" they invariably resulted in a “no significant different”
outcome.

The difficuities with standardized or norm-refcrenced
tests, particularly for teacher evaluation, have been
treated elscwhere,' but their two most visible defects
can be briefly identified. First, since commercially de-*
" veloped standardized tests must serve students through-
out an entirc nation, the gencralized naiure of their
content coverage is often inconsistent with local curric-

+See, for example, W. J. Popham, “Domain-Referenced
Mcasurement and Teacher Evaluation,” Education Technol-
ogy, in press: Robert Glaser, “A Criterion-Referenced Test,”
Criterion-Referenced Measurement: An Introduction, W. J.
Popham, ed., Educational Technology Publications, Englewood
Cliffs, N.J., 1971, pp. 41-51.

ular emphases. Incongruent measurement and curricu-
lum results in misleading data. Second, certain psy-
chometric properties of norm-referenced tests (such as
their heavy reliance on producing .among-learner vari-
ance) leads to tests which are sometimes insensitive to
detecting the results of high quality instruction.

In the past few years the development of criterion-
referenced (or mastery) tests offers teacher evaluators
an alternative to standardized tests for assessing an in-
structor’s impact on learners. The judicious employ-
ment of criterion-referenced tests for teacher evaluation
purposes is only beginning to be seriously investigated.

Teaching Performance Tests

In the mid-sixties, the writer had reached a point of
frustration regarding teacher effectiveness assessment
devices and, after a reappraisal of alternative assess-
ment strategies, had proposed the development of an
alternative approach to solving this problem; namely,
through the usc of a teaching performance test. Two
scparate projects ® were supported by the U.S. Office
of Education, each designed to dcevelop and attempt to
validate teaching performance tests in:different subject
matter ficlds. While the rationale underlying the teach-
ing performance test strategy, as well as the detailed
resuits of thesc two projects are supplied elsewhere,® a

ief description of the performance test approach can
@hppﬁed here. ° '

One of the major difficulties in comparing teachers
for purposes of instructor cvaluation is that diiferent

~

. teachers have different instructional emphases, thereby

making across-the-board comparisons misleading. The

“teaching performance test counteracts this problem by

providing an identicai task for di\ﬁgrent instructors;
namely, the ability to accomplish prespecified instruc-
tional objectives. The teaching performance test is built
on the gencral premise that one chief reason for a
teacher’s existence in the classroom is to bring about
worthwhile changes in students; that is, changes in
their knowledge, attitudes, skills, etc. To the extent
that this is true, then one criterion by which a teacher
should be judged is his or her ability to bring about
such changes. By providing identical instructional

» Performance Tests of Instructor Competence for Trade or
Technical Education, USOE Cooperative Research Contract
No. OE-5-85-051; Development of a Performance Test of
Teaching Proficiency, USOR Cooperative Research Contract
No. 3200. :

sW, J. Popham, “Performance Tests” of Teaching Profi-
ciency: KRationale. Development, and Validation.,” American
Educational Research Journal, January 1971, 8 (1), pp. 105-
117, . .



objectives for ‘teachers, then giving the teachers an op-
portunity to accomplish thote objectives using whatever
insiructional techniques they wish, a measure of the
teacher's ability to accomplish given objectives can be
provided. One might wish to argue that the better
achicver of given objectives will also be the better
achiever of his/her own objectives, but this is a ques-
tion which can be answered empirically. If one simply
decides that an important criterion of teaching is the
ability to accomplish instructional objectives, then
teaching performance tests would appear to have some
utility in a data-based cvaluation matrix.

The steps involved in a teaching performance test
arc these: (1) the teacher is provided with an explicit
instructional objective (and sample test item) along
with any background information necessary to become
familiar with the subject matter related to that objec-
tive: (2) the teacher plans a lesson designed to accom-
plish the objective: (3) the tcacher instructs a group of

learners, typically a small group of learners for a short .

period of time; (4) the learners are posttested with an
examination based on the objective. The examination
has not previously been seen by the teacher but its na-
ture is readily inferable from the objective (and sample
test item) previously given to the teacher.

In the USOE-supported rescarch studies described
above, the purpose of developing the performance tests
was primarily rescarch-oriented; that is, it was antici-
pated that these devices would be employed principally
for research purposes such as the identification of rele-
vant independent variables. Consistent with that intent,

the performance tests involved in those investigations

consumed a fairly large amount of learner instructional
time, ranging from 4 to 10 hours. At the conclusion of
those investigations, it became. clear that if teaching

performance tests were to prove practical for teacher

evaluation or instructional improvement purposes, they
would have to be developed for much shorter periods
_ of irstructional time. As a consequence, the writer’s re-
cem development work with performance tests has fea-
tured instruments which take only 1S minutes of in-
struct'onal {ime and are designed to be used with small
groups of adults or younfer Ilcarners. These teaching
performinice tests, frequently referred to as instruc-
tional mini-lessons, superficialiy appear comparable to
the microteaching exercises developed at Stanford Uni-
versity some years back. In rationale, however, they
" are quite different. The Stanford microteaching lessons
cmphasize the teacher’s acquisition of process skills;
c.g.. good questioning techniques. The instructional
mini-lessons referred to heie, on *%:. other hand, focus
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more heavily on the results of the teaching than upon
the instructional procedures themselves.

During the past few years teaching performance tests
have been employed both in preservice and inservice
teacher education scttings.” Gengrally speaking, these
performance tests have been of the short duration al-
luded to abové; ie., 15 to 20 minutes in length. But
while these.4devices appear useful in instructional set-
tings, for example, in helping prospective teachers be-
come more facile at accomplishing prespccified instruc-
tional objectives, their utility for purposes of teacher
evaluation has been largely unstudied.

In a recent paper * Glass_has proffered the notion
that tecaching performance tests may have insufficient
reliability to permit their effective use in teacher evalu-
ation enterprises. Glass cited several investigations in
which the rehability of teaching performance tests was
clearly inadequate. Several of the investigations cited,
however, had ‘been conducted as doctoral dissertations
or by novice rescarchers. The reliability of teaching
performance tests is as yet a seriously unstudied mat-
ter. For one thing, the teaching performance tests used
in these investigations have been constructed on an al-
mosit opportunistic basis, that is, whatever topics,
objectives, etc., have come to the investigator’s mind.
No attempt has been made to carefully delineate the
truly critical dimensions in teaching performance tests.
Beyond that, only one investigator ® has carefully at-
tempted to study the reliability of even these ill-defined
performance tests. Results of #his investigation will be
reported by Millman at the 1973 meeting of the Amer-
ican Educational Research Association. Examination of
the Millman findings suggests that the reliability evi-
dence, once again, is not encouraging. But, as indicated
above, the nature of the performance test employed in
that invesiigation was not rigorously explicated.

When this paper was solicited as one of several deal-
ing with the “state of the art” in the assessment strate-

. gies suitable for performance-based teacher education,

I had just completed the final draft of an American

LA Popham, Applications of Teaching Performance

" Tests to Inservice aud Preservice Teacher Fducation. A paper

presented 2t the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Associntion. New Orleans. February 26-March 1,
1973.

“Gene V. Gilass. Statistical and Measurement Problems in
Implementing the Stull Act, Stanford University Invitational
Conference on the Stull Act, October 1972. Palo Alto, Calif,

% Jason Millman, Psychometric Characteristics of Perform-
ance Tests of Teaching Effectiveness. A paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Asso-
ciation, New Orleans, February 1973.
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Educational Research Association (AERA) paper de-
scribing a sct of minimal competencies for a perform-
ance-based teacher education program.'™. 1 had even
sketched “alternative assessment procedures for each of
the competencies. Now [ just couldn’t bring myself to

10W, J. Popham, ldentification and Assessment of Minimal
Competencies for Objectives-Oriented Teacher Education Pro-
grams. A paper presented at the annual meeting of the Ameri-
can Educational Research Association, New Orleans, February
1973,
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rewrite the paper or even to subtly paraphrase my orig-
inal paper. 1 try to restrict my paraphrasing talents to
the writing of others, not my own. .

Accordingly, in the present effort I have attempted
to focus exclusively on the major assessment alternatives
for teacher competence appraisal. Since if perform-
ance-based teacher education programs cannot demon-
strate that their competency-armed products are indeed
better teachers, then the performance-based teacher ed-
ucation folk had best fold up their competencies and
slip away into the night.

‘Conference Participants
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Applications Of Teaching Performance Tests To
Inservice And Preservice Teacher Education™

By

W. JAMES POPHAM

Irrespective of whether the programs are referred to
as ‘“performance-based,” ‘“‘competency-based,” or
“skill-focr'sed,” the advocacy of teacher preparation

schemes dg¢signed to promote measurable capabilities *
of instructors.is beginning to be quite fashionable’

among tcacher cducators. A recent survey ! ‘of Califor-
nia teacher education institutions found that two-thirds
of the institutions participating in the survey indicated
they were engaged at least partially in competency-
based teacher preparation. There is even a multi-state
consortium * on performance-based teacher education
featuring such forward-looking states as’ Arizona, Flor-
* ida, Minnesota, New York, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Ver-
mont, and Washington. Surely, if most teacher educa-
tors are not caught,up in the competency-based game,
then we are at least witnessing the pregame warmups.

Whether competency-based teacher education will
become somcthmg other thag one of those ephemeral
fads. so common in teacher education remains.to be
seen. Although many teacher educa ars are quick to
join the competency-based movement at the verbal
level, few are willing to devote the requisite energy to

Te;cher Competencies as Enabling Skills

But there is another aspect of the competency-based
teacher education movemnent which is equally intrigu-
ing. 1f you sit in on almost any discussion among pro-
ponents of competency-based teacher education, you
will hear them describing the teacher competencies
they are trying to promote as though they were ends in
themselves. As with many recent religious converts, the
fervor of these teacher educators for competency iden-
tification has become so ali-consuming that they los¢
sight of what the competencies are really supposed to
accomplish.

Reducing the problem to its essentials, we can see

* that whatever competencies a teacher acquires must be

devising the criterion measures without which the ap- -

proach is only rhetoric. In the recent survey ® of Cali-
fornia teacher education colleges and universities, no
institution reported satisfactory assessment procedures
for a competency-based program. As with so many ed-

ucational innovations, advocacy is less expensive than

workablc implcmentation procedures.

* A paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, February 26-
March 1, 1973,

.1 Performance-Based Teacher Education, Vol 1, No. §, De-
cember 1972, pp. 1, S.

2 Multi-State Consortium on Performance-Based Teacher
Education. ¢/o0 Bureau of Teacher Education, New York State
Education Department, Albany, N.Y.

3 Op. cit.

viewed as vehicles for making that teacher more effec-
tive. More effective, in this instance, means a teacher
better able to help learners. Thus, the competencies
most frequently identified by performance-prone

‘teacher educators are really en route skills which

should contribute to the terminal skill of being able to
help learners. For example, suppose one of the teacher
competencies we are trying to promote involves the
teacher’s ability to view real or simulated instructional
situations and identify the extent to which certain in-
structional tactics have been employed. We assume
that the teacher who can master such a skill will subse-
quently be able to apply this skill in real instructional
situations. Such skills should thus be viewed as precur-
sive to one’s becoming an effective teacher.

Now the point of this distinction between en route
and terminal competencies is that the bulk of compe-
tencies currently viewed as the staples of performamce-
based teacher education are well removed from those
which might legitimately be viewed as terminal. Unless
en route skills are constantly verified as ?being actual
contributors to terminal skills, then we have little as-
surance that dcfensible competencxes are being pro-
moted.
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Some of the competencies sought by teacher educa-
tors should be closer to the terminal proficiencies we
wish teachers to display. The purpose of this paper is
to explore the tcacher education applications of one
measurement approach designed to assess such a near-
terminal competency. The measurement approach
under consideration is the teaching performance test.

Teaching Performance Tests: :
Description and Rationale .

In brief,* teaching performance tests work as fol-
lows: An instructor is presented with one or more ex-
plicit instructional objectives ¢plus a sample test item)
and is directed to prepare a short lesson designed to
accomplish the objective(s). If the objective\deals with
a topic presumed to be unfamiliar to the te cher, then
relevant background information is made available.

After planning the lesson, the teacher instructs a group’

of learners (cither children or adults) for a short pe-
riod of time: c.g., 15 minutes. The number of learners
can be as few as a half dozen or as many as an entire
class. At the conclusion of the_lesson the learners are
given a posttest * based on the objective. While not
previously seen by the teacher, the nature of the test is
readily inferable from the objective "the teacher has
been attempting to achieve. Characteristically, learners
are also asked to rate how interesting the lesson was. If
such an interest rating is employed, the teacher is ap-

prised of the forthcoming rating and-encouraged to de-

sign a lesson which not only accomplishes the cognitive

objective, but also promotes positive learner interest

ratings.

Using these two mdlcators, an estimate is, provided -

of the teacher’s ability to promote pr&specnﬁed objec-
tives, both cognitive (as reflected by posttest perform-
ance) and affective (as reflected by the interest rat-
ings). Now it may be argued that an unrepresentative
estimate of instructional prowess is yielded by measur-
ing a teacher’s ability to promote learner attainment of
_prespecified objectives for a small group of learners
during a brief timec period. Yet, while perhaps not as
representative of the real teaching world as we might
wish, there are sufficient parallels with reality “that
such an assessment procedure may have utility for
teacher educators. In particular, since it more closgly

4J. D McNeil and W. J. Popham, “The Assessmenf of
Teacher Competence,” Chapter 7, The Handbook of Research
. on Teaching, R. M. W. Travers, ed., Macmillan, in press.

5 If novel subject matter is employed, no pretest is typically
employed. With less esoteric topics, a pretest may be utilized
to identify sufficiently naive learners.

approximates a terminal teaching skill than many of
the competcncics currently being fostered by perform-
ance-based teacher educators, it may have advanta-
geous instructional and cvaluational dividends. The re--
mainder of this analysis will (1) sct forth three
distinctive applications of teaching performance tests in
teacher education operations, (2) describe actual inser-
vice and preservice situations in which performance
tests have been employed, (3) identify usage guidelines
derived from these experiences, and (4) discuss certain
problems which have arisen in the use of teaching per-
formance tests.

Application One:
A Focusing Mechanism *

It is the writer's belief that much of the edllcatlonal
ireffectiveness which exists in our schools can be at-
tribute¢ dircctly to teachers’ preoccupations: with in-
structional process. Far too many teachers-are caught
up with concerns about devising new and excmng ways
of teaching, without ever verifying what effects those
procedures have on children. Some teachers pridefuliy
announce that they strive to “teach their class differ-
ently every year,” never recognizing that they may be
abandoning one year an approach that was truly effec-
tive the previous year. Innovations are adulated for
their own sake. For instance, open schools are cur-
rently in vogue. Ten years ago, it was nongraded
schools. A decade earlier, we were praising the rap-'
tures of tife core curriculum.

Not that there is anything mtnnsxcally wrong Wwitii
these new instructional approaches, for surely they -
possess many meritorious features. It’s just - -that too
many educators succumb to the lure of an attractive
instructional proccgs without checking the quality of its
impact on learners. And that, after all, should be the
reason we search for bettey instructional procedures.

Hence, as a method of counteracting what appears
to be an almost hereditary concern about instructional
process, frequent use of teaching performance tests can
provide a mechanism to focus the teacher’s attention
on the effects of instruction. Since in a performance
test situation, the quality of a teacher’s efforts is predi-
cated on results achieved with learners, both cognitive
and affective, it is difficult to discount the effects of in-
struction on pupils. For example, if you are a prospec-
tive teacher who during a semester is obliged to teach
a half dozen or more mini-lessons (as short duration
teaching performance tests are sometimes called), and
the first concern after your lesson is a determination of



its cffects on learners. it is difticult to sece how you
would not soon begin to view as important a lesson's
impact on pupils.

This initial application, therefore, is instructional in
nature. More specifically, it is designed to foster a dis-
position on the part of the teacher; namely, a disposi-
tion to view' as important the cfficcts of instruction on
learners,

Application Two:
A Setting for Testing the Value of
Instructional Tactics

Even though the foregoing application; ie. as a
mcchanism for focusing teachers’ attention on the con-
scquences of instruction, may have suggested that at-
tention to instructional procedures was somehow repre-
hensible, such is surely not the case. We can only
sccure good resuits with Jcarners if we ‘use appropriate
instructicnal processes. The trick is to apply instruc-
tional techniques judiciously in such a way that we can
cither verify their cfficacy (in terms of effects on learn-

crs) or at least be able to make high probability -

guesses that 2 given technique will yield desirable re-
sults with pupnls

A sccond application of teaching performance tests
involves their use as a method of allowing teachers to
test the differential effectiveness of various instructional
techniques. Teachers can compivte a series of mini-les-
sons atiempting to incorporate different instructional
tactics, then judge their worth in terms of the results
yielded with learners. For instance, suppose a teacher
taught the same mini-lessons to two different groups of
comparable learners, the lesson being essentially the
same except that one lesson provided much opportu-
nity for learners to practice the skills called for in the
mini-lgsson’s objective, while the other lesson provided
no such practice. The teacher could then contrast the
posttest results of “both lessons and begin to rcach a
conclusion regarding, for certain kinds of instructional
objectives, the cfficacy of providing relevant practice.

Not that a tactic-present versus tactic-absent design
must be employed in this second, application of per-
formance tests, for a teacher can often gain insights re-

garding the value of a given instructional procedure -

from using the proccdure ‘even without -the control
trcatment. This is particularly true when for a particu-
lar performance test there arc some .normative data
which, even in rough terms, yield an estimate of how
well teachers typically perform on the lesson. This
point will be treated in more detail later.
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An important aspect of this application of teaching

performance tests is that a teacher need not be the ac- -

tual instructor in a mini-lesson to profit from the
mini-lcsson teacher’s experience. A typical format for
the conduct of mini-lessons, either those taught to
younger learners or to a grour of one’s peers, is the
postlesson analysis session. During this session, the
teacher’s instructional approach i1s appraised in terms
of its effects on learners. Many teachers rcport they
learn as much from watching the mini-lesson teacher’s
lesson, then analyzing its strengths or shortcomings. as
they do from actually teaching the lesson themselves.
Frequent teacher performance tests, either for teach-
ers as mini-lesson instructors or as an object for group
analysis of other's instructional efforts, can provide the
focus of a consequence-oriented preservice or inservice
teachers education program. - :

Application Three:
A Formative or Summative Program

Evaluation Device . ' -&..\

Developmental work with teaching ?erformance tests
is still at such an early state that it may be imprudent
to employ them for the evaluation of individual .teach-
ers. The only exception might be for isolating instruc-
tors who ar¢ extfemely weak of strong in their ability
to accomplish prespecified goals. Nonetheless, as a pro-
gram evaluation assessment technique, “performance

tests may have considerable utility. Indeed, the most -

important use of teaching performance tests may be as
instruments to aid in the appraisal of inservice or pre-
service teacher education enterprises.

The argument, briefly, is that if a teacher eJucation
program sets out to promote teachers’ abilities to ac-
complish prespecified objectives, then the program can

be legitimately evaluated in terms of its ability to do
so. Here's how the evaluation strategy might work. At

the outset of a teacher education program; e.g., a pre-
service credential sequence or an extended staff devel-
opment institute, a representative sample (or all) of
the participating teachers could complete one of two
different performance tests (e.g., test X and test Z,
with half the teachers completing test X -and half test
Z). At the close of the program, the teachers would
complete the other performance test. The prediction
would be that for both tests the teachers’ post-program
cfforts would produce markedly bettcr results than the
pre-program cfforts. As a summative evaluation strata-
gem, such an approach could yield devastating infor-
mation. What,happens, for instance, if a teacier educa-
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tion program discovers its teachers arc no better able
after intensive instruction to promote learner mastery
of objectives than they were prior to instruction?
Surcly drastic changes in the program seem warranted.
Perhaps, if such failures are recurring phenomena, the
program should be terminated.

If performance tests arc employed at earlier stages
of the program, with a view to guiding program modi-
fications during ..¢ course of the instruction, then
formative cvaluat'on benefits can also be derived from
the use of teaching performance tests.

In review, then, we have briefly examined three pos-
sible applications of teaching performance tests in

" connection with either preservice or inservice teacher
education efforts. There will, of course, be other uses
of performance tests in teacher education. For exam-
ple, a professor might use teaching performance tests
as a motivating mechanism, showing éovice students
that more skilled teachers can outperform beginners in
su¢h instructional situations. But focusing for the mo-
ment on the three application strategies described thus

far, we can examine some actual utilizations of teach--

ing pegformance tests.

Actual Ervice and Preservice Applicaﬁons
The J.

tdok place during 197! in the Jordan Complex, an af-
filiated group of urban schools in the Los Angeles City
School. Distriet. Under ‘the leadership of LaVerne
Parks, complex director, groups of teachers met weekly
after regular school hours to witness each other taking
turns teaching miai-lessons, then discussing the merits
of the teaching approaches. Lessons were divided
about evenly between those designed for young chil-
. dren (volunteer pupils were used as learners) and
those designed for adults (teachers participating in the
program took turns serving as learners).

Reactions to the program, extending over several
months, were quite positive. Merle Williamson and
Joyce Cooper, the class leaders, gathered anonymously
supplied course evaluation data indicating that 84 per-
cent of the participating teachers felt the class had
helped them (1) understand the role of instructional
objectives, (2) plan lessons for given periods of time,
(3) develop alternative instructionai strategies, and
(4) critique lessons on the basis of posttest results.
Eighty-seven percent of the participants reported that
the class had helped them personalize instruction. Mrs.
Parks remarked, in rcviewing the experience, that

n Complex. One of the first reported uses
(of teaching performance tests to aid practicing teachers -

Fa

“One of the most exciting outcomes. from this course
was that teachers began to look more critically at
themselves and their peers in terms of factors contrib-
uting to successful pupil results.” *

UCLA. As might be anticipated because of the writ-
er's affiliation, use of teaching performance fests in the
teacher education program at UCLA over the past
years has been fairly extensive. All three of the appli-
cations discussed in the preyious section have been em-
ployed, with attention generally given to the use of
performance tests as an instructional intervention.

Typically, teaching performance tests have b§n

" used with preservice candidates, usually involving l¢s-
- sons taught to other members of the class. The setting

for these lessons is ordinarily referred to as a mini-les-
son clinic and features the customary teaching-testing-
analysis model. Usually one or two mini-lessons are

taught during a 2-hour clinic session. During some
terms we have tried to squeeze three mini-lesson as-
signments into a single 2-hour lab period. On other oc-
cassions, we have required the prospective teachers to
generate their own objectives and tests, then try to ac-
complish the objectives in -a short-term lesson, as an
additional exercise in. promoting leamer goal attain-
ment.

The most recent procedure we have employed for
using teaching performance tests is described in some-
detail in the appendix. Briefly, .it involves the uise of .
weekly nine-student mini-lesson clinics: during which -
one preservice credential candidate teaches six class-
mates while two classmates plus a teaching assistant
serve as instructional analysts. In addition, each cre- °
dential candidate is obliged to teach at least three
mini-lessons outside of class time to small groups of
adults. Thus, in a 10-week academic quarter, prospec-
tive teachers have about two dozen opportunities to
serve as mini-lesson teachers, analysts, or learners,

As our use of mini-lesson clinics has increased, there
has naturally been great interest in the manner. in
which the teacher education students were receiving
them. At the end of the fall quarter, a quarter during
wiich mini-lessons were employed according to the
scheme presented in the appendix, students were asked
to supply anonymous evaluations of the course at its
conclusion. Little structure in the evaluation form was
presented to the students, only requests to isolate parts
of the course they liked most, liked least, etc. Of the
58 students who mentioned the mini-lesson clinics, 32
were positive and 26 were negative. In view of the fact

s Personal communication to the writer, May 15, 1972.
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that nonc of the mini-lesson clinic lecaders possessed
any prior experience with mini-lesson clinics, either as
participants or supervisors, hence were probably less
skillful as clinic leaders than might have been wished,
these results are not distressing.

One of the hopes in setting up mini-lesson assign-
ments so that students were obliged to teach the same
mini-lesson a second time (outside of class time) was
that the mini-lesson. teacher would profit from the
clinic critique session. Hopefully, the insights gained
from the analysis of the teacher’s lesson would lead to

“instructional improvements when the mini-lesson Awas

retaught and a comparable posttest form was uséd’ to
assess learner achievement.

Table 1. Results of Mini-lessons Retaught
After Initial Mini-lesson Clinic Analysis
First . Second
Lesson No Lesson
Superior Difference Superior
Cognitive Posttest n=18 n=6" n=31
Interest Rating n=13 n=9 n=33

Happily, this appears {o have been the case in the
fall 1972 UCLA situatio for, from the reports sup-
plied by class members (to which no grade credit was
applied), both cognitive and affective performances in-
creased more frequently on the retaught “lessons than
they decreased, as can be seen in table 1. Of course,
these data are only suggestive in view of the fact that

.there .were no controls exercised over the ability of

learners in the rctaught or initially taught lessons.
Recently we have also used performance tests in
connection with program evaluation. During the fall
1972 quarter, six mini-lessons were randomly assigned
to approximately a dozen credential candidaies (from

_a particular teacher education course) at the beginning

of the quarter and to a different group of credential
candidates at or near the close of the quarter. In gross
terms, the prediction was that the performance of these
prospective teachers would be better later in the quar-
ter, presumably after the impact of the teacher educa-
tion program had worked its “beneficial” effects.

Since the mini-lessons were to be taught to class-
mates, care had to be taken not to involve any students
in mini-lessons at the first of the quarter (cither es

teachers or learners) which they would encounter at \

the ¢close of the quarter. Siggee six different mini-lessons
wete used, this posed no problem. Althoygh it had
been planned to have _three teachers per mini-lesson on
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W. James Popham

both an early-in-course and late-in-course basis, with

- student attrition, missed assignments, etc., a less bal-

anced performance distribution resulted. The mini-les-
sons were taught to groups of approximately six learn-
ers (uccording to the procedural scheme described in
the appendix), with the early-in-course mini-lessons
occurring during the second week on the quarter. Ide-
ally, the first week would have been used for the pre-
test mini-lesson, but course organizational requirements
dictated that the second week was a more reasonable
choice. Mini-lessons completed during weeks eight,

‘nine, or 10 of the 10-week quarter constituted the

late-in-course measures. Since all mini-lessons were
completed on Fridays, this means that prior to the late
course mini-lessons the credential candidates had typi- .
cally experienced a minimum of about 8 weeks of in-
struction. The teacher education program variation
under consideration involved daily 2-hour class ses-

" sions, including lectures, discussions, observations in

public schools, and the mini-lesson clinic activities.

‘Results of the early course versus late course meas-
urement arc presented in table 2 for both the cognitive
measure (posttest percentage correct) and affective
measure (interest rating). All data included in table 2
arc mean results for a given mini-lesson teacher, typi-
cally based on an n of five or six classmate-learners: It
should be' noted that since six different mini-lessons
were emnmployed, with different ievels of difficulty and
interest associated with each, interpretation of the data
should focus on the columns qf the table.
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Table 2 Mean Results of Early-in-Course and Late-in-Course
Mini-lessons Taught by Credential Candidates in a
UCILA Teacher Education Program

Mini-lessons

1 2 3 4 S 6

Cognitive Results Posttest Percentages Correct

PUBREEST eI R A 2 —_— " —

72| 90} 36| 84| 8 60

Early-in-Course 74 90 74
. 80 96 -
88| 73| 36| 86| 82| 82
Late-in-Course 90| 95} 0| 97
. 92 65
67
\ . Minislessons
. ' o+
AN 1| 2|3]4)|5|6
IN
\
Ratings of Lesson's Interest
ective Results . {5=hi, 1 =low)
N _

\( 2.73.8/3.8/3.6/3.0{26
Early-in-Course 3.2 3.8 138
N 3.4 . 4.0

\ 3.0/3.3/3.2/4.0/3.2]4.6
Lute-in-Course 3.8(%.5]50; -
40 4.1
1.

!
!
!

An cxamination of table 2 will reveal that the pre-
dicted results were supported by the data. For-both in-
dices; i.c., mean posttest percentages correct and inter-

est ratings, the late-in-course performances cxcceded

the carly-in-course performances.
By converting the results for each performance test
to standard scores for that measure, with a mcan of 50

n X
Cognitive Results - :
' Early-in-Course . 11 45.46
Late-in-Course 13 53.7
Affective Results
Early-in-Conrse 11 44.73
Late-in-Course 13 54.46

. One-tailed.

‘ R

and a standard deviation of 10, it was then possible to
pool the data from all six performance tests and com-
pute scparate ¢ tests for both the cognitive and affective

results. A summary of these analyses is presented in

table 3 where it can be seen that a significant differ- " .

ence was present in both instances, with’a mean differ-
ence of .83 standard deviation unit present in thie case
of the cognitive measure and .97 standard deviation
unit for the affective measure. Both differences, as
hoped, favored the late-in-course teaching performance
tests. . R

This represents the initial time, at lcast to the writ-
er's knowledge, that' teaching performance tests have

been used in this manner as a teacher education pro-

gram evaluation technique. It is obvious, even from ex-
amining the data table, that some refincments are in
order; e.g., the disparate n's in the columns, etc. Never-
theless, as an illustration of the use of performance

“tests for program evaluation purposes, the foregoing | .

description may be of some utility. .
California State University, Northridge. During sum- -

.mer 1972, two inservice workshops for approximately

50 teachers and gdministrators were sponsored by Cal-
ifornia State University, Northridge in coordination .
with Administrative Area K of the Los Angeles City
Schools; Clare Rose, the instructor for both workshops,
reports that teaching performance tests were used in
the workshops as a vehicle for achieving one of the
workshop goals; namely, that participants would be
able to supervise objectives-based instructional im-
provement programs. :

A demonstration mini-lesson was presented in each
workshop, followed one week later by having all work- -
shop participants serve cither.as mini-lesson teachers
or students, as particular mini-lessons were taught
twice by six volunteers. Prior to the second teaching of

Table 3. Analysis of Early-in-Course and Late-in-Course Mini-lesson
Results, Pooled on the Basis of Standard Score Transformations

S.D Xaiss t p*
7.8

9 28 8.31 2.25 <.025
5.59

10.90 9.73 2.57 . <.01



"« ¢ach mini-lesson, .an analysis of the initial lesson was

carried out, Professor Rose reports that 90 percent of
the mini-lesson teachers were able to promote higher
posttest results on the second Iesson. She indicated that
100 percent of the workshop participants reported, on
anonymous cnd-of-session evaluation forms, that the
mini-lesson activities had been valuable.

- Professor Martin Levine has also cemployed teaching
performance tests in preservice teacher educatien for
several years at California State University, Northridge.
Most recently, Professor Levine reported the following
format for his use of -perforthance tests: '

My preservice: secondary education meths
ods course meets on the campus of a par-
ticipating junior high school, usually for
three hours weekly (e.g., Wednesday 9-
12). One or two classes of secondary pu-
pils are assigned to the college methods
class by the principal. Usually pupils in
these classes arc’ classified as “low ability
learners™.in need of more individual atten-

. tion. Pupils are assigned at random to col-

-lege trainees who are responsible for
achieving. prespecified instructional objec-
tives issued by theinstructor. Each trainee
teaches his miniclass of three pupils for

“one hour during each weekly meeting of
the course. Objectives deal -with general
study skills and thus are appropriate for
both pupils who need to master this kind -
of objective and for coliege trainees who
come from all of the dif%erent academic
arcas commonly. staught in secondary
schools. Trainees have a week to prepare
to teach each objective. A teaching timé¢
limit of thirty minutes or less is usually

»+ set. The instructor administers a-pretest
and posttest. Trainees analyzg their tedch-
ing effectiveness in terms of how well their .
pupils achieve the objectives. Trainees
may re-teach objectives during spbsequent
nieetings in-¢ases which warrant it. From
time to time, trainces combine miniclasses,
with one member teaching to a prespeci-
fied objective while his peers observe the
lesson for use of such instructional princi-
ples as practice and feedback. A post-
observation conference is held immediately
after the lesson. Usually instruction takes
place in a large area such as the oral arts
room or the school cafeteria where the in-
structor can monitor the entire process as-
sisted by the master teachers.

User Guidelines

Based on our limited experience to date, there ap-
pear to be a few guidelines which might be of value to

- o

. . L
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teacher cducators considc;ing the utilization cf teaching
performance tests. Some general suggestjons reiarding
the use of performance tests ar¢ available “elsewhere.*
_ First, it has become apparent that the capability of
the mini-lesson analyst (when group: use of perform-
ance tests is involved) is far morc critical than had
been anticipated. Unless the person supervising the
analysis session is both convinced of the value of the
activity and able to provide instructional insights
(when, for example, poor lcarner performance oc-
curs), then the mini-lesson may be far less profitable
than possible. Too many teichers will write off mini-
lesson teaching efforts, particularly if poor perform-
ahces oceur; as unrepresentative of their performance
in a real ‘teaching situation. Ths, one-of the supervi-

sor’s missions is to clarify the parallels.of the mini- =

lesson activity and regular classroom teaching. Further,

a deft instructional analysis can provide an unsuccessful

mini-lesson  teacher with a promise of future success

. during retaught or other subsequent lessons. The mini-

lesson supervisor must eliminate the frustration - that
follows failure if no improvement plan is presented.
Skilled supervisors arc so important that, in the writer’s
view, unless they are available in sufficient numbers

" (or can be trained in time) group-type mini-lesson ac-

tivities should not be undertaken.

A second point relates to the use of mini-lessons
with children or adults. Reports to, date suggest that
while a steady diet of mini-lessons for young learners
is palatable, exclusive use of adult learners (eg.,
teacher educator classmates or colleagues) ‘is less ac-
ceptable. Tcacher educators who, for a variety of prac-
tical reasons, may prefer to rely on mini-lessbns %or
adult learners, should strive to provide, as a change of
pace, a few mini-lesSons involving younger learners.

Third, there seem to-be some discernible dividends

X%

associated with providing some type of normative data, -

even roughly displayed, against which to interpret one’s
performance as a mini-lesson teacher. Without such
comparative data, the teacher or supervisor is hard put

_to tell whether a given performance is good or bad.

Referring back to table 2, it can be seen that there are
clear differences, both in difficulty and probable inter-
est, in certain of the mlini-lessons. How is the mini-
lesson teacher to know\ whether his/hers was a well
designed .and éxecuted” lesson if no interpretive
framewosk is provided? We need to supply mini-lesson
teachers with what any golfer nceds to make the game

' .“-l;nu't!:lé—t-eaching imptovement Kkits distributed by Instruc-
tional Appraisal Services, Box 24821, Los Angeles, Calif.
90024,

.
LS
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more meaningful, a rough notice of what cons\{tules a
par performance.”

Of course. normative data are not absolutely indis-.

pensable, for when a mini-'esson teacher discovers that
his or her learners are all scoring around 50 percent
on a task for which 90-100 percent proficiency had
been anticipated, then the teacher at least has the
knowledge that expectations have not been attained—
and that's better than nothing. But comparative data
are really a big help. .

Problems

Teacher preformance tests, when employed as re-
sources for teacher education evaluation or instruction,
_are in their infancy. Not surprisingly, therefore, a scorc
of diaper-related difficulties have already arisen. And
until a definitive Dr. Spock volume arrives to deal with
our dilemmas, we'll have to do some trying and, unfor-
tunately, some erring. '

One of the most basic problems facing would-be
fisers of performance tests stems from the instruments
themselves. We have not yet made an acceptable effort
to delineate the defining dimensions of performance
tests, in terms of their content, objectives, posttest na-

ture, background information, difficulty level, ete. Al- -

most all of the recently developed performance’ tests
have been devised more or less on the basis of expei-
ence and intuition. This situation needs to be rectified
without delay. ' I AR

A related problem is the reliability of the  teacher
performance tests themselves. We do not yet have suf-
ficient data to know how many mini-lessons a teacher
must attempt before we can assess the teacher’s overall
level of competence on such tasks. It is expected that a
teacher will not rate consistently high, say, on all
mini-lesson attempts because his teaching score will de-

pend in part on the subject matter of the lesson, in °

part on his own teaching approach to that lesson, and
in part on how well other factors have been controtled.
We are optimistic that teachers on the cnds of the
compegtency continuum can be isolated for special assist-
ance or special commendation.

- 1 . M . )

» In the absence of clearly posted signs indicating pars (per
hole) of three, four, or five, the writer's early experiences on
a golf course would have suggested that an acceptable number

of strokes per hote was something closer to 10, 15, or 20.
. )

A minor problem, but one which can yicld trouble-
some i plementation difficulties, is the necessity to se-
lect topics for mini-lessons which will be viewed as
important, both by the teachers who carry out the
mini-lesson and by the students who are taught. In an
effort to identify novel topics, thereby eliminating the
need for pretesting, a few topics have been chosen
which are so esoteric as to yield atypical (or all too
typical) student apathy. Perhaps it may be wiser to se-
lect some main ling curricular objectives and go to the
trouble of pretesting prospective students in order to
locate a suitably unknowledgeable learner group. Such
mini-lesson topics might then be viewed as more mean-
ingful by both teachers and learners.

Finally, the logistics problems associated with proper
use of performance tests shou!:d\bc anticipated. An ex-
amination of the step-by-step details given in the ap-
pendix ‘will reveal the level of organizational planning
needed to head off confusion. For instance, it is highly
desirable to provide teachers of unasuccessful mini-
lessons with an.opportunity to replan and then reteac‘
the lesson to a different group of learners. But provid!
ing these reteaching opportunities takes a good deal of
planning time. Faced with such planning frustrations,
many tegcher, educators will be tempted to return to
the less t_gyr] , but perhaps less effective, lecture-dis-
cussion classroom format. Anticipating logistical prob-
lems can help avoid them. A competent secretary or
teaching assistanf can alleviate logistical distractions by
working out the organizational requirements in ad-
vance.

Review

In retrospect; an attempt has been made in this _
paper to discuss possible applications of teaching per-
formance tests to the activities of teacher cducators. If
a bias in favor of such applications was reflected in the
paper, this was only natural, for such is the writer’s
bias. Although still a rather primitive tool, the per-
formance test may be a valuable instrument to teacher
educators. As we look at ancient man’s hand axes, we
may view them as ihcredibly simple devices, yet their
impact was enormous. No strict analogy is being pro-
posed here, only a plea to consider teaching perform-
ance tests as an additional tool in our teacher educa-
tion kits. Think of how many sabre-toothed tigers we
might slay. - )
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Teaching Performance Test Articles

Baker, E. L., “Rclationship Between Learner Achieve-

¢ ment and Instructional Principles Stressed During

Teacher Preparatioh,” Journal of Educational Re-

search, November 1969, 63(3):99-102. (A study

is reported in which teaching performance tests

are cmployed as a dependent measure in relation-

ship to several independent instructional varia-
b'es.) . 2

. Teaching Performance Tests as Dependent
Measures in Instructional Research. A paper pre-
sented at the annual meeting of the American Ed-

A ucational .Research Association, New Orleans,
February 25-March 1, 1973. (Techniques for
using teacher performance tests in instructioral
research are described along with illustrative data

. typifying such applications. )

Belgard, M., Rosenshine, B., and Gage, N. L., “Explo-
rations of the teacher’s effectiveness in explaining,
in Bellack, A.A. and Westbury, 1." (Editors),

Resecardh. Into Classroom Procésses: Recent De-

velonments and Next Steps. New York, N.Y.:
Teachers College Press, 1971, pp. 175-217. (For-
ty-three teachers taught two different 11S-minute
lessons to the same group of pupils. The correla-
tion between residual class means was .47.)

Connor, A., Cross-validating Two Performance Tests
of Instructional Proficiency. University. of Califor-
nia, Los Angeles. USOE Project No. 8-I-174,
1969. (This investigation, conducted as part of a
post-doctoral fellowship project by Connor, exam-
ines the correlation between the performance of
17 experienced teachers on two different parform-
ance tests. A low, positive relationship was re-
ported.) '

Glass, G. V., Siatistical and Measurement Problems in
Implementing the Stull Act. A preseatation at the
Stanford Invitational Conference on the Stull Act,

~ October 1972. (In this paper, Glass critiques a
number of previous studies regarding teaching
performance tests and offers the view that their
current reliability is not adequate to warrant use
in the evaluation of teachers.)

Justiz, T. B., A Method of Identifying the Effective

Teacher, Doctoral thesis: University of California,
" Los Angeles, 1969. (Univ. microfilms No. 29-
3022-A.) (This investigation assessed the degree
of correlation between the performances of nine
teachers on two different performance tests in-
' volving different pupils. A rank order correlation
of .64 was reported. A second study was also de-
scribed in which five teachers taught two different
performance tests to the same students. A high
rank orller correlation was reported for the latter
analysis.)

Levine, M. (., “The ﬁn PupH Achievement of a
Criterion-Referended Instruction3l Model Used by
Student Teachers,” The Journal of Teacher Edu-
cation, Vol. 23, No. 4, Winter 1972, pp. 477-
481. (A 75-minute teaching performance test was
used as a critcrion measure to contrast.the
efficacy of alterngtive teacher education ap-
proaches.) mx T

McNeil, J. D., “Performance Tests: Asessing Teach-
ers of Reading.” The Reading Teacher, 1972, pp.
622-627. (In this articlé, a teaching fair is de-
scribed in which prospective elementary teachers
raught different groups of three elementary school
pupils in consecutive teaching situations. The in-
vestigator reported a tendency for teachers to dis-
play relatively stable proficiency on such tasks.)

McNeil, J. D.,>and Pophawm, W. J., “The Assessment
of Tedcher Competence,” Chapier 7, The Hand-
book of Research on Teachiuig. R. M. W. Trav-

* ers, Ed., Macmillan, in press. (1his is a compre-
“hensive review of research and evaluation
strategics involving teacher effectiveness. Teaching .
performance tests are examined along with com- -
monly employed teacher competency” indicators
according to various criteria for use in research
and evaluation.) ,

Millman, J., Psychometric Characteristics of Rerform-
ance Tests of Teaching Effectiveness. Paper pre-
sented to the American Educational Research As-
sociation, New Orleans, February 1973:
(Describes a number of small scale investigations .
‘carrics out in Pasadena, Calif., in 1971-72 'i‘n/,glﬁ\
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effort to study the psychometric properties of
teaching performance tests.)

, “Teacher Effectivencss: New Indicators for an
Oid Problem,” Educational Horizons, Spring
1973. (A readable rationale statement endorsing
- the use of perfon:hance—based measures of instruc-
tor skill.)

U

Popham, W. J., Evaluating Instruction. Englewood
Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973. (Two
chapters of this book are self-instruction programs
designed to provide the reader with skills needed

to construct and to use tcaching performance

tests.)

, “Performance Tests of Teaching Proficiency:
Rationale, Developnient, and Validation,” Ameri-
can Educational Research Journal, 1971, 8, 105-
117. (This article describes the background of

of such tests in the fields of social studies and vo-
cational education during the mid-sixties. At-
tempts to validate the tests are reported and the
. validation strategy analyzed.)

\ teaching performance tests and the -development
A
a
|
<
— “Teachmg Performance Tests as a Vehicle for
- Instructor Sélf-Evaluation,” The National Elemen-
. tary Principal, Vol. 52, No. 5, Febryary 1973.
(This article describes alternative techniques of
_employing teaching performance tests as instru-
ments for:jnstructor self-appraisal.) -

‘Kappan, Vol. 52, No. 10, June 1971, pp. 599-
602. (This article examines alternative techniques

for assessing teacher skill and describes the possi-

ble ‘role of teacher performance tests as an alter-
native to ratings, observations, and pupil
performance on standardized tests.) :

Appendix

TEAM S MINI-LESSON

CLINIC- GUIDELINES
‘ UCLA Teacher Education Laboratory
. Fall 1972

‘Commencing with the second week of the quarter,
each student enrolled in team S will be required to
participate either as an instructor or a learner in a
weekly: mini-lesson clinic. The procedural clements of
that pax‘vcxpanon will be outlined below.

oy \

One Booklet Required

~ During the first week of the quarter, when enroll-
ments have settled down to some extent, a mini-lesson
clinic assignment list will be Jistributed, Nine students
will be assigned to a particular mini-lesson clinic
group. Three of tke students in each group will be des-
ignatedas the A group, threc as the 8 group, und
three as the C group. (These arbitrary designations do
not reflect the instructors’ grading vision and will have
no relationship to the final grade earned in the
course.) Each student should, without delay, then go
to the student bookstore and purchase one copy of the

aduit form Teaching Improvement Kit, which bears the )

same letter as the one he or she was assigned. For ex-~
ample, a student in mini-lesson clinic No. 13 who is
designated as a member of the B group should: pur-
chase a copy of Form B of the Adult Teaching Im-
provement Kit. Please note that there are some optional
Teaching Improvement Kits available in the bookstore
for use with children, but that the required Teaching
Improvement Kit, one of the three . forms available
(ie., A, B, C), is an “adult kit. With these materials in
hand, the mini-lesson clinics will get underway the sec-
ond weck of the course in the assigned rooms.

Onec mini-lesson will be taught at each clinic, thus
the individual assigned to teach on a given date must
be present and prepared to teach. Failure to do so will
result in a severe grade penalty. Yet, cxcused absences
will occur. Therefore, all students should be ready to
teach one week carly in case of an unanticipated ab-
sence by the regu'arly assigned teacher.

, “Teaching Skill Under Scrutiny,” Phi Delta

L T
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General Nature of the Participation

To provide a brief overview, an individual student’s
responsibilities will be described. First, a student will
be obliged to instruct the six students in his mini-lesson
clinic group who have been assigned other letters than
his/her own. For example, a C member of the mini-les-
-son group would be obliged to, teach a lesson from the
QTeachmg Improvement Kit todthe.six A and B stu-

dents in'the group. Second, each student must att as a -

.critic for two mini-lessons taught by the members. of

the mini-lesson group who possess the same letters. To

illustrate, a B member of mini-lesson clinic group No.
7 would not only teach one B mini-lesson him/hersclf,
‘but would serve (along with another B member) as a
critic while two other B lessons are being taught to the
six A and C students. Finally, each student will be
obliged to locate one or more groups of at least ¢

adults to whom cach of the three mini-lessons in his or
her tcaching kit can be taught, using a form of the
posttest other than that employed in the mini-lesson
clinic. Thus, in summary, each student will tecach one

" mini-lesson to team S classmates, critique two other

mini-lessons being taught to tcam S classmates, teach
three mini-lessons to adults other than team S class-
mates, and serve as a learner for six mini-lessons.

Procedural Specifics - '

Now, in morg detail, here are the step-by-step pro-
cedures to be followed by each student. First, consult

the mini-lesson assignment sheet to note which group,

letter, and which week you have been assigned. Now
read the first three chapters of the Teaching Improve-
ment Kit (pp.1-15). You may wish to examine the
mini-lesson assignment information in chapter 4. Do
not examine the posttests (on green and blue sheets)
which are included in the Teaching Improvement Kits.
The mini-lesson clin&c sessions have not been assigned
to influence your grade in the course, but are specifi-
cally intended to helpy you improve your instructional
skills. As a conseque ge. cxamination of the posttests
prior to your teaching the lesson would reduce the
likelihood that the mmx -lesson would be beneficial to
vou.

On the day dcslgnated on the assignment sheet, you
will be obliged to teach one of the three lessons in
your improvement kit (1, 2, or 3). On that day you
will instruct (for no more than 15 minutes) the six
members of your group who have been assigned other
letters; e.g.. for the B students this would be the A and
C students. The two members of your group who have
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been assigned: the” same letter will sit somewhat apart
from the student group and will attempt to analyze the
quality of your teaching plans, activities, ctc. At the
conclusion of the 15-minute lesson, the perforated cop-
ies of posttest 1 (green paper) should be removed
from your Teaching Improvement Kits and distributed
to your six students. You should not have seen the post-
test prior to this moment. These tests should be
quickly completed and scored by the mini-lesson clinic
group leader. On the basis. of ‘the average scores on
(1) the interest rating and (2) the posttest, discussion
of the teaching should be conducted in terms of the re-
sults produced. That is, good learner performance
should result in a discussion focused on instructional
tactics which seemed cffective; poor results should lead
to a discussion focused on instructional procedures
which might be altered. To assist you in judging how
éffective a given teaching performance was, at the rear
of ¢ach Teaching Improvement Kit data are available
regarding how successful other teachers have been with
cach mini-lesson. Results ‘of each student's perform-
ance will be turned in, but not for grading purposes,
by the mini-lesson clinic leader.

On two occasions, therefore, each student will be
serving not as a learner but as a critic. On those two
occasions the student (having access to the Teaching
Improvement Kit under consideration) will e had
an opportunity to examine the mini-lesson assfgnment
prior to the clinic. He or she will undoubtedly have
some thoughts regarding an appropriate instructional
procedure; This may be beneficial during the post-
lesson analysis session. It will be useful to have two peo-
ple. other than the clinic leader, who are as conversant
with the mini-lesson requirements as the teacher. Dur-
ing the analysis discussion,- it is anticipated that the
mini-lesson clinic leader and the two critics will take
primary responsibility for isolating elements of the les-
son that were particularly effective or ineffective. Re-
member that the appraisal of instructional means
should be made chiefly in terms of learner results; that
is. the averaged interest ratings and posttest scores.

The final responsibility for each team S student is to
tcach all three of the mini-lessons in his or her kit to
another group of adults; that is, someone other than
team S studeats. Since each of the mini-lessons in the
Teaching Improvement Kits has two equivalent post-
tests, the team S students should not, cither deliber-
ately or inadvertently, examine posttest 2 (blue

sheets). ldcally after the original teaching of that .

mini-lesson in the mini-lesson clinic. cach student
should locate a group of at least three adults (friends,

4
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relatives, or people off the street) who would be will-

ing to serve as students for the approximately 20 min--

utes involved for this assignment (15 minutes of teach-
ing plus 5 or so minutes of testing). The mini-lesson
should be taught and results summarized on the Mini-
lesson Posttest 2 Summary Report Forms which have
been provided “{see attachment). The information
calied for is bricf, yet should be completed in its en-
tirety. These Mini-lesson Posttest 2 Report Forms
should be turned in weckly during the 9 o’clock class
meetings. In other words, an individual team S stu-
dent should have an opportunity to rcteach the mini-
fesson he originally taught to tcam S students after a
" critique of the first lessen. Hopefully, this analysis will
be useful in promoting improved learner performance.
The other two lessons in the kit will, for that student,
be taught for the first time. Ideally, the discussion of a
classmate’s teaching of that same lesson will prove use-
ful in helping devise an effective lesson.

Other Considerations

Results of the weekly mini-lesson clinics will be
made available so that students who wish to compare

their performance with that of other team S members
may do so. As indicated previously, there are other,
optional Teaching Iraprovement Kits available in the
bookstore for use with younger learners (elementary
school age). Furthermore, mini-lessons in the ddult
kits can be used with mature secondary school stu-
dents. Thus, it is possible to teach mini-lessons from
another kit (other than the letter assigned) to high
school age students. Either of these activities; that is,
teaching mini-lessons to elementary or seco
school youngsters, should be considered optionaff for -
team S students. Remember, the whole purpose of the:"'
mini-lesson clinic operation is to improve the team S
member’s skill in accomplishing prespecified objectives
with teaching procedures which are also interesting to
the learners. The amount of time that you can devote
to promotion of this particular competency will un-
doubtedly yicld great benefits to your future students.
As a conscquence, pleasc approach the mini-lesson
clinics and outside mini-lesson assignments as a real
opportunity to increase your instructional skills.

MINI-LESSON POSTTEST 2 REPORT FORM ‘

Your name ___..

Mini-lesson . ___

Date mini-lesson taught

Today’s date - —

- Setting for teaching and types of learners (one or two sentences)

Number of students taught __

Results: average interest rating

average percent correct on posttest

"\ e e

N
Was this the sccond time you taught the mini-lesson? Yes — No

If this was the second time, supply?hc average interest r;ﬁng -

and avcrage percent correct

mini-lessor.

Comments (optional):

for the ﬁrst\ti{nc you taught the

e e e el . i oo T — & s 00 st A —— e — -

S UV SOOI S

~

o ————t i mtm. em e . s 0 @i i e

Below give the names and phone numbers (if available) of at least three of the

students you taught.
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Identification And Assessment Of Minimal Competencies
For Objectives-Oriented Teacher Bducation Programs”*

By

W. JAMES POPHAM -

Classroom teachers have hundreds of things to do. It
should follow. then, that prospective classroom teach-
ers have hundreds of things to learn. But too many
well meaning teacher educators have used these two
premiscs to draw the conclusion that they therefore
have hundreds of things they must teach, and that rep-
resents a-serious error. -

Given the instructional time available in typical
teacher education programs, we must be more modest
in our aspirations. When we ask teacher education can-
didates to swing an axe at every tree in the forest, they
may fail to fell even a sapling. Far too many teacher
education programs are predicated on a cover-the-
waterfront.concept: that is, give ’em the works in cul-
tural foundations, educational psychology, and instruc-
tional methods. And the use of the verb “cover” is
quite deliherate. Most teacher educators feel compelled
to cover content in their courses that they perceive as

* germane to the teacher’s responsibilities. When these _

professors have covered such content, they sleep easier

- at night. Few of these coverage-culprits ever verify

whether their extensive coverage of subject matter ever
results in any payoff for the teacher candidate, other
than the ability to pass a memory-oriented final exami-

_nation. And as in so many content-coverage courses,

not just those in a teacher education sequence, what
was covered one semester has faded from the student’s
memory by the first week of the next term.

Particularly at a time when teachers arc being
weighed more scrupulously on the public’s accountabil-
ity scales, teacher cducators who persist in covering all
relevent topics are probably doing an injustice to the
teachers. they are responsible for preparing. It makes
more scnse for the teacher educator to select a limited
number of competencies which teachers should ac-
quire, then focus the program’s resources on making
certain these skills are acquired.

Now even if this point of view (i.c., a focus on the -

attainment of a modest set of competencies) were as-

siduously followed, there would still be considerable
disagreement regarding which competencies to promote
or, in more general terms, what kinds of content to
emphasize. Some would prefer to focus on the teach-
er's attainment of a wide repertoire of instructional
techniqugs. Others might attend more directly to ‘the
teacher’s becoming a more integrated humgn being.
Still others would emphasize the téacher’s aiquisition
of subject matter expertise. The alternative emphases
are myriad. » ' .

<

An Objectives Orientation

The remainder of this analysis will describe a partic-
ular orientation which can be described in general

terms as an outcomes-focused -oproach. An out-

comes-focused approach emphasizes the results that a

teacher’s efforts produce in modifying the behaviors of -

learners and can be contrasted with more process-
focused strategies which attend tc the instructional

ploys a teacher utilizes with pupils. Because instruc- -

tional objectives can serve as a convenient way of de-
scribing the intended results a teacher wishes to
achieve with learners, we may refer to one variant of
an outcomes-focused approach to teacher education as
objectives-oriented. An objectives-oriented strategy for
cducating teachers will be treated here. .

The rationale for an objectives-oriented approach to
teacher education characteristically rests on a centrat
assumption; namely, that the raison d'étre for a class-
room teacher is to bring about worthwhile changes in
learners, i.c., important kinds of improvements in their
knowledge, attitudes, skills, etc. Proponents of an

 objectives-oriented teacher education program believe

that even if a teacher lectures with consummate skill, but
the students are left unchanged, the teacher has failed.
Y ﬂaper presented at the annual meeting of the American

Educational Research Association, New Orleans, Fcbruary 26-
March 1, 1973,
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Similarly, they contend that even if the teacher has led
a nondirective discussion with the artistry of Carl Ro-
gers, but the students are tasically unaffected. then the
teacher has failed. The criterion, quite clearly, is not
what the teacher does, but what happens to pupils as a
consequence of what the teacher does. Few objectives-
oriented teacher education programs are not somchow
wedded to this basic view of a teacher’s mission.

But how do objectives enter the picture? Well, their
chief value is in helping teachers identify more clearly,
prior to instruction, the kinds of changes which should
be promoted in the learners. Statements of instructional
objectives are nothing more than that, convenient de-
scriptors of intended changes in learners. In the early
1960's, advocates of the oft-maligned behavioral objec-
tive endorsed such formuldtions vigorously because of

'_ their, focus on the learner's post-instruction behavior,

not on what the teacher was.going to do or the content,

" that the course wouid cover, It is unfortunate that

some educators have become so entangled with behav-
joral objectives they have made them a fetish. Precise
instructional objectives, in the main, are simply state-

"ments of what teachers want to happen to learners as a

result of instruction. The more explicitly these inten--

. tions can be formulated, the better we can tell whether

the intentions have’been realized, and it is for that rea-
son that most proponents of. objectives strive for
measurability as the sine qua non of an acceptable
objective. But remember the central purpose of an in-
structional objective—it is to help an instructional
planner conceptualize the kind of changes to be pro-
moted in learners. '

Proponents of instructional strategics featuring meas-
urable objectives should forthrightly admit that their
conception of the instructional process is generally one
based on rational decision making. Some critics of an
objectives-oriented approach denigrate such strategies
as “industrial models” of education and therefore
somchow unworthy of man's truly humanistic capabili-
tics. They would prefer less systematic and intellectual-
ized approaches, favoring instead more intuitive, dy-
namic models. But when Aristotle isolated the essence
of man as his rational animality and held that a per-
son’s potentials were realized to the cxtent that those
rational powers were actualized, he -offered objectives-
oriented teacher educators a satisfactory counter-argu-
ment. To plan one’s actions on the basis of the action’s
likely consequences is less industrial than it is rational.
To be clearheaded is not to be mechanistic. To define
anticipated outcomes in advance docs not relegate one
.0 an assembly linc mentality. On the contrary, to be

rational in our education decisions will give our stu-
dents the best chance of prospering from the education
we provide them.

Are Instructional Techniques Unimportant?

With most objeciives-oriented teacher education pro-
grams, it is proper to assert that a distinction is drawn
between instructional means and instructional ends,
with the stress typically on ends. But as anyone who
has attempted to achieve a significant end will agree, it
is brpught about by employing appropriate means.
Hence, an outcomes-focused teacher educator must be
particularly attentive to instructional techniques, en-
hancing the teacher's skill in employing a wide reper-
toire of teaching tactics, for it is only through the judi-
cious use of such procedures that significant kinhs of
results in learners ¢an be attained. |

»

Minimum Competencies.

Programed instruction specialists are familiar with
an approach to the development of instructional mite-
rials known as lean programing. In su<h a strategythe
programer tries to accomplish a given instructional
objective- with the least possible amount of instructional
stimulus matcrial. Aside from its-ebvious economic ad-
vantages, lean programing carries with it a dividend
when an carly version program is unsuccessful. Itpis
casicr to improve a low density” program bu'a#ﬂe-
menting it than it is to delete segments of a high den-
sity program, for in the latter approach we may be ex-
cising the very ingredients that contributed to whatever
effectiveness the program possessed.

Similarly, what is being proposed here may be
describcd as lean competency promotion, for only
three competencics of an objectives-oriented teacher
education program will be recommended. Now surely
teacher education candidates will learn other things as
they complete their preparation programs; they may
ceven learn some of the hundreds of things referred to
at the outsct of this paper. Since it will be easier to
supplement a few minimal competencies than to delete
from a more diverse array, it is proposed that only
three such skills be emphasized in an objectives-ori-
ented teacher education program.

The remainder of this discussion will isolate these
three minimal competencies, offer some support for
their importance, and describe alternative methods of
asscssinig the degree ‘to which cach has been attained.
These three competencics may be used as the guiding
goals of either a preservice or inservice teacher educa-



tion effort. The differences in strategies for promoting
the competencies for experienced or beginning feeders
arc only superficial and the differences in assessment
tactics almost nonexistent,

Competency Number One -

Since the chicf assumption of an objectives-oriented
program is that teachers should promote worthwhile
changes in learners, it is not surprising that the initial
competency to be fostered deals with that basic skill:

1. Teachers must be able to achieve prespecified
instructional objectives with diverse kinds of
learners. L N

This competency implics that = skilled teacher

should, when presented with clear statements of in-.

tended changes in learners, ve able to devise instruc-
tional sequences which will work; that is, which will
- bring alg’out the sought-for changés in the learners.
- Further, "'the competency indicates that this skidl be
manifest with diffcrent kinds of learners; for example,
children of differing ages, ability levels, ethnic back-
grounds, socioeconomic status, etc.

The truly professional teacher not only will need to
be conversant with tested instructional principles in
order to design such instructional plans but will have
to discover what kinds of teaching tactics personally
prove cffective. Not all violinists can get good music
from the same fiddle. Diffcrent people must adopt dif-
ferent teaching styles. For some teachers a nondirective
approach will work beautifully, while for other teachers
such a stratcgy would be a disaster. It is imperative
that a teacher discover what communication style, cou-
pled with relevant instructional principles, typically re-
sults in the attainment of prespecified instructional
objectives for that teacher.

Assessment Tactics

There are two prime contenders for assessing the de-
gree to which this initial competency has been attained.
The first of these involves the use of teaching perform-
ance tests (or instructional mini-lessons) whose ration-
ale and applications are described clsewhere.! Briefly,

! W. James Popham, “Performance Tests of Teaching Profi-
ciency: Rationale, Development, and Validation,” American
Educational Research Journa!,,)anuary 1971, 8(1), pp. 105-117;
W. James Popham, Applications of Teaching Performance
Tests to Inservice and Preservice Teacher Education. Paper
presented ot the annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, New Orleans, February 26-March 1,
1973.

53

a teacher is given a measurable instructional objective
(typically dealing with a novel topic) along with any
nceessary background information nceded to under-
stand the objective, The teacher plans a short lesson
(¢.g.. 15-20 minutes) designed (1) to accomplish the
objective and (2V to be interesting to the lcarners. The
lesson is then taught, either to a small group of six to.
cight lcarners or to an entire class. At the conclusion '
of the lesson, a posttest is admigistered to the learners.
The posttest has not been previously seen by the
teacher.. but its nature is readily inferable from the
clearly stated objective. A form requesting the learner
to “rate how intcresting the lesson was” is also pro-
vided. The teacher is judged on the basis of whether
both the cognitivc inteation (the objective as measured
by the posttest) and the affective intention (the pro-
motion of learner intcrest as measured by the rating
form) have been achieved. '
The recency of serious rescarch attention given to
teaching performance tests as an evaluative tool proba-

-bly renders them inappropriate at the present tifme for

assessing individuals other than those at the extremes
of a distribution; i.c., the particularly good or particu-
larly poor goal achievers. Performance tests may also
be used to evaluate the efficacy of a teacher ¢ducation
program by administering them on a preprogram and
postprogram basis to the teachers involved. For ex-
ample, suppose two teaching performance tests (X and
Y) were employed. One of each could be administered
to half the teachers (or teacher candidates) at the
beginning and at thc close of the program. The pre-
diction would be that X, < X,... and Ypr. < Yoone.

Although the reliability of different teaching per-
formance tests has not yet been established with suffi-
cient precision to warrant their use for individual eval-
uation. with more systematic delineation of the key
clements constituting such tests we may find that in the
future they can be used for more fine-grained analyses
of individual tcacher’s mastery of competency number
one.

A second approach to the assessment of the initial <a
compctency is to allow teachers to posit their own in-
structicdal objectives, develop a congruent mastery ex-
amination, then instruct a group of learners in order to
attain the objective. Interest ratings can also be em-
ployed here. Because an objective generated by a
teacher can be less readily compared with objectives
pursued by other teachers, there is the ‘additional re-
sponsibility of thc cducator to appraisc the quality of
the teacher’s objective, not to mention the consonance
of the tcst witli«the objective. The advantage of this
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second approach is that the teachers do most of the
work in generating the cbjectives, tests, etc. Further,
because the topic need not be novel, the objective may
be designed for longer periods of instructional time as
part of the ongoing curriculum activities. With topics
which fall within the lcarner’s probable experience
base, a pretest must be administered to establish entry
behavior level.

There are, of course, a number of en routc skills
which a teacher should master on the way to attaining
this initial competency, but by employing one, or possi-
bly both, of these assessment tacties the teacher educa-
tor should bc able to determine whether competency
-number one has been satisfactorily promoted.

Competency Number Two ~ - , |

It has been observed elsewhere that one of the con-
soling features of conventionai_instruction is that it is
characteristically so impotent we need not worry too
much about what its goals are. Similarly, if a teacher is

" not particularly proficient at accomplishing instruc-

tiona] objectives, then we need not be too concerned
about what the teacher is attempting to do. Just sup-
posc that a teacher has achieved competency number
one, that is, has become skilled in promoting the learn-
ers’ accomplishment of prespecified objectives—then it
becomes extremely important to have the teacher direct
this instructional prowess toward the proper goals. Ac-
cordingly, the second minimal competency of an objec-
tives-oriented teacher education program becomes:

2. Teachers must be able to both select and
generate defensible instructional objectives.

Since teachers who are skilled goal-achievers must
become able to either generate or select worthy goals,

it is fortunate that curriculum specialists are finally dis-

carding their customary intuitive approaches in favor
of more practical goal-determination procedures. For
example, the current refinement of large scale educa-
tional necds assessment approaches can be translated
into practical guidelines for teachers who wish to de-
" termine educational objectives in a more rational fash-
ion. Screening of goals by the use of various taxono-
mies of educational objectives, such as those devised by
Gagné, Mechner, Bloom, and Krathwohl, also can lead
to the adoption of more appropriate goals. Without
going into those technical procedures more intensively,
it can be established that these are schemes now avail-

able which, albeit imperfect, can aid a teacher in the
attainment of competency number two.

Since there are now available to teachers an increas-
ing number of extant pools of instructional objectives,
thercby permitting tcachers to select objectives rather
than be obliged to gencerate them personally, it seems
wisc to develop the teacher’s proficiency in objectives
selection as well as objectives generation.

Assessment Tactics

Therc are several procedures available for assessing
the tcacher’s mastery of competency number two. One
procedure would require teachers to generate a set of
measurable objectives, then have these judged by oth-
ers (using criteria of significance, suitability for learn-
ers, etc.). A description of real or fictitious learners
could be given as part of the goal-generating task, and
then descriptions could be examined by judges prior to
the appraisal of the goals. Teachers could be asked to
generate such-objectives at the beginning of the teacher
education program and at its conclusion. These papers
could be coded and rated by judges without knowing
the time at which the papers had been written. The
prediction, of course, is that the end-of-course objec-
tive would be rated higher.

Another approach’ to assessment might consist of
having a teacher select a specified number of objectives
from a larger pool of such objectives, then have the
sclections appraised by others. As with the previous as-
sessment approach, subsequent judgment of the teach-
er's objectives (either generated or selected) can be
rendered accordiug to very general or very specific cri-
teria.

Additional assessment tactics might involve the
teacher’s describing, in an exam-like setting, alternative
procedures for selecting or generating defensible objec-
tives. These descriptions, as with the first two assess-
ment tactics, might then be evaluated by judges, and if
desired, on s preprogram and postprogram basis.

Variations of these approaches are possible, of
course, such as having teachers themselves rate the ad-
cquacy of objectives selected by other teachers, such
ratings being subsequently appraised.

Competency Number Three .

" The first two competenc:es have been highly related\
to instructional objectives, their determination and ac-
complisiment. The third minimal compctency of an !
objcctives-oriented teacher education program is, un-
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like the first two, quite unrelated to objectives. In fact,
it is almost antithetical to a concern about objectives:

-~

3. Teachers must be able to detect the unanticipated
effects of their instruction.

In spitc of good intentions, even combined with
good . intention-achieving skills, a teacher’s efforts will
often produce unforescen detrimental and beneficial re-
sults with students. Hence, all of the outcomes of in-
struction must be considercd. Thg teacher must be
skilied in determining the totality of what happened to
students, including of course what was supposed to
happen. o

There are scveral different techniques a teacher
might employ to discern unanticipated cffects of in-
struction, such as the use of (a) relatively unstructured
anonymous student questionnaires (e.g., “List the best
and worst things that happened to you because of this
course.”), (b) struc;grcd anonymous questionnaires
which attempt to isolate the positive and negative ef-'
fects, cognitive as well as effective, which might occur
because of instruction, (c) quasi-projective techniques
such as the assignment of an essay to the class dealing
with topics such as “My reactions to Biology I” or
“Autobiography of a U.S. History Student,” and (d)
the investigation of the results of a teather’s efforts by
a collcague) who follows Scriven’s Goal Free Evalua-
tion strateg: that is, who attempts to discover (with-
out even knowing what the. teacher’s objectives were)
what happened to the students.

It is imperative that objectives-oriented teacher edu-
cation programs promote this third competency, for
without it there is too much danger that teachers may
have marvelous intentions, accomplish them beauti-
fully, but at the same time promote harmful side effects
which more than cancel out the anticipated results.

Assessment Tactics
Even more clearly than the first two competencies,

this third is heavily dispositional in nature; that is, we:

must strengihen teachers’® dispositions to attend to the
unanticipated effects of instruction.

One rather primitive method of getting at this dispo-
sition is to employ an inventory such as that presented
in the appendix. The rationale and scoring scheme of
this inventory, “Looking at Teaching,” is supplied
along with the inventory. In bricf, a student is asked to
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register various degrees of agreement with a series of
statements regarding instruction, some of which deal
with the use of unanticipated side effects.

On the skill side of this competency, we could al-
ways ask a teacher to describe as many ways as possi-
ble whereby a tcacher who wishes to can detect such
cffects, '

Perhaps simulation approaches offer the greatest
promise with respect to ascertaining whether this com-
petency has been mastered. Instructional situations
could be presented to the teacher, either on paper, vi-
deotape, or filih, in which there are clearly intended
objectives plus some evidence as to “the degree to
which they had been achieved. In addition, there
would be some subtly identified unanticipated effects of

. instruction. The teacher would-be asked to evaluate the

worth of the instruction, and a record would be made
of the extent to which attention to the unanticipated
side effects had been incorporated in that evaluation.

Getting teachers to describe their general evaluation
strategies is another alternative, for one could then in-
spect such descriptions to see if, in response to this
largely unstructured stimulus, unanticipated side effects
were built into the teacher’s analysis plan.

A Beginni'ng

In review, an attempt was made in this analysis to
defend the proposition that, fewer competencies should
be used as the organizing sfrdcture for teacher educa-
tion programs. An objectives-oriented teacher' educa-
tion-approach ‘was described and three minimal compe-

" tencies for such a strategy were isolated, along with
- alternative asscssment tactics for each. .

These three competencies : were identified on the
basis of the writer’s experience with outcomes-focused
teacher education programs. They are predicated on
the Belief that teachers who passess such skills will be
able to do a better job for the learners they attempt to
serve. ’

The assessment tactics, however, are certainly not as
sophisticated as one would wish, Hopefully, this deline-
ation of possible assessment ploys may stimulate other
objectives-oricnted teacher educators to share their pet
asscssment devices. More importantly, perhaps, it may
encourage teacher educators, both objectives-oriented
and those of other persuasions, tg scrutinize the ade-
quacy of minimal skills offered by their programs and
the schemes which they employ for their assessment.
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Appendix ,

Looking at Teaching

Directions.
This inventory consists of four bricf descriptions of

instructional situations, each of which is followed by -

five statements, Please register the extent to which you
agree or disagree with each of the five statements by
circling the appropriate letters to the left of each state-
ment according to the following scheme:

SA = Strongly Agree
A = Agree
U = Uncertain
D = Disagree

SD = Strongly Disagree

There are no right or wrong answers to this inven-
tory. It represents an effort to secure your reactions to
various views of instruction. Therefore, please be as
candid as possible in your responses.

Situation I. ‘ o

Mr. Hill is a junior high school history teacher who
believes very strongly in “open education.” He designs
class sessions so that they are relatively unstructured,
with a heavy emphasis on. discussions plus individual
reports of resource projects students have initiated be-
cause of their personal interests. Mr. Hill finds that
students are generally responsive to his approach, but
some of them register dissatisfaction that they are not
learning enough to prepare them for serious high
school history classes.

SAAUDSD 1. Mr. Hill has no right to emphasize
~open education if it deprives students

of standard course coverage.

SAAUDSD 2. The type of instruction Mr. Hill is
providing will generally be uninterest-
ing to students.

SAAUDSD 3. It is impossible to combine any
form of open education with adequate
content coverage.

SAAUDSD 4. Mr. Hill should have devised ex-
plicit instructional plans, almost day-
by-day details, prior to the beginning of
the semester.

SAAUDSD 5. Mr. Hill should not try to detect
any effects of his instructional scheme
other than those he guessed might
emerge.

Situation 1.’

An elementary school teacher, Mss. Price, usually
works with third- or fourth-grade children. Normally,

‘most students who come to her class cap read quite

well, but 20-25 percent cannot. She devises special
self-instruction learning centers for these poor readers
and encourages them to go to the centers during un-
scheduled class time so that they can improve their
reading abilities. Although the performance of these
children indicates they have become somewhat better
readcrs, they are subjected to considerable verbal,
abuse by the good readers in the class whenever they
participate in the learning centers.

SAAUDSD 6. Self-instructional materials can be a
valuable resource for any teacher. .

_‘SAA UDSD 7. Mrs. Price should have done poth-

ing special for the poor readers coming
to her class because their deficiencies
were the responsibility of previous
teachers.

8. Bven though it was not foreseen,
Mrs. Pri¢e should realize that the neg--
ative effects of the dbuse they received
may have been more harmful to the
poor readers than whatever progress
they madue in reading.

SAAUDSD 9. It is normal for 20-25 percent of
children to read badly; so any gains

Mrs. Price can get will be all the more
valuable.

SAAUDSD

SA AUDSD 10. Poor achicvers must always expect
to experience a certain amount of de-
risiveness from normal and high

achicvers.

Situation 1lI.
Mr. Cohen is a high school English teacher who



.plans his instruction with inordinaté care. Prior to each

class he details every significant level of achievement
he believes students should make as a consequence of
his coursc. He also attempts to spell out any major at-
titudinal or interest shifts he is attempting to promote
with the pupils. At the close of the academic year he
evaluates his English class totally in terms of whether
thes¢ intended changes, both intellectual and attitudi-
nal, have been produced in the learners.

SAAUDSD 11. Mr. Cohen should certainly deter-
minc whether, at the begifining of thic
academic year, his pupils can always
display the intended behaviors.

12, If lecarners arc informed of the
clear expectations of an instructor, such

" as those which Mr. Cohen appears to
have, they will tend to be less anxious
about the learning situation.

13. Beyond thc' clearly delineated be-
havioral Lhanges which Mr. Cohen has
identified, he should discern whether
there were any adverse or bencficial
effects of students which he had not
considered prior to.instruction.

14. Mr. Cohen’s careful planning, al-
though commendable in the abstract,

:SAAUDSD

SAAUDSD

SAAUDSD

will ‘probably take too much valuable

cnergy from his actual instruction.

15. In gencral, humanity subject fields
such as English arc the lcast amenable
to an instructional approach dependent
in the prespecification of educational
goals.

SAAUDSD

Situation 1V,

Ms. Harold is an clementary school’s music instruc-
tor who must work instructienally with children at all
levels. She feels terribly overburdened with the number
of youngsters she is obliged to service, thus devises ex-
tremely intensified music lessons for each grade level.
Although there is little doubt that the children are
lcarning about music, there are a number of indications
that they are becoming antagonistic to music in the

process. Ms. Harold behaves as though she were &bliv-

ious of these negative attitudes. °

SAAUDSD 16. Ms. Harold is probably required
to undertake instruction beyond what
might be expected of a typical teacher,
hence we should ¢xcuse any negative
attitudes she might be creating,

~
.

R

"SAAUDSD

-, SAAUDSD
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17. The negative attitudes the children
are developing are relatively unimpor-

tant, particularly because the children

arc learning a great deal about music.

music and art will intensified instruc-
tion lead to student ncgativism.

19. Ms. Harold should abandon any

. emphasis on music skills and focus in-
stcad on promoung positive attitudes
toward music.

20. Ms. Harold must recognize that
unanticipated effects of instruction are

SAAUDSD

SAAUDSD

tended effects and should strive to iden-
tify such effects as the negauve atti-
tudes seen here. n

Scoring Directions

Looking at Teaching

This inventory is designed to detect how predis-
posed teachers arc to detecing the unanticipated effects
of instruction and usc them in evaluating the quality of

* instruction. Of the 20 statements with which respond-

ents .are to indicate agrcemeént or disagreement, only
five deal with this question. The other 15 items are in-
cluded only to camouflage the real purpose of the in-
ventory so-that respondents are not readily able to de-
tect the socially desirable way to answer the items.

The, five items and the scores asscciated with each
response are given below. Omitted items should be
given a score of 3.

. KEY .

Item Points
Number SA A v’ D SD

5 1 2 3 4 5

8 5 . 4 3 2 . 1
13 5 - 4 3 2 I
17 H 2 3 4 5
;29 b 4 3 2 l

Since a person might earn a maximum of 25 points
on the basis of these five items, scores approximating
25 should be considered to reflect a predisposition- to
consider unanticipated side effects important in cvalu-

. ating the quality of a teachet's instructional cfforts.

18. Only in esthetic ficlds such as

‘potentially more important than in-

o
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From Commitment to Practice in

Assessing the Outcome.of Teaching:

A Case Study’

H. D. SCHALOCK

As experience with performance-based teacher edu-
cation has accuriulated, the interrelated problems of
competency definition and competency assessment have

come increasingly into focus. On the one hand it xs A

recognized that teaching competence is something moré
than the mastery of knowledge and simple teaching
skil's or behaviors, but on the other it is recognized
that as soon as the definition of competency extends

beyond the knowledge aifd skill level, the matter of as-

sessment becomes inordinately complex. In fact, in the
eyes of many, it takes on properties that demand more
from the technology of measurement. and evaluation
than that technology has at the moment to give!

~ As a result of this circumstance the designers of

teacher education programs face a difficult choice. If a

teacher .education .program is to be performance- or

competency-bascd and not bc a mockery of those con-.

cepts, provision must be made for the collection of ac-
ceptable cvidence of competency demonstration. Yet

the technology of asscssment is such that when teachmg .

competency is defined in terms of performance in
ongoing school settings, or in terms of the outconfes
cxpected to be achieved through teaching (Tumer’s
criterion levels 3, 2, and 1), the wherewithall to meas-
ure such outcomes simply is not available., When con-*
fronted with this circumstance most program designers
adopt the simpler definitions,of teaching competency
and proceed with program development as if such defi-
nitions were acceptable.

This circumstance, in our opinion, helps account for
-the large number of teacher education programs in ex-
istence today that label themselves as being compe-
tency- or performance-based, but choose to define

-

1 This paper was plesented in outhne form at the meetings
of the Multi-State Consortium on Performance-Based Teacher
Education, New Orleans, February 25-28, 1973.
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“competency” at the knoMe'dge or simple skill level.
Since sq few institutions have moved to lmplemen,t a
p ormance-based teacher education program that’ is
d upon higher order definitions of competency,

and those that Lave moved in this direction have only
begun to solve the problems of assessment that are as-

sociated with it, persons planning to implement such a

program have no models to pattern and no agcess to

_instrumentation ‘that will permit them to carry out such
a program even if they are courageous enough to at-.

tempt it. How else can one account for the fact that
only a handful of programs df;ﬁne teaching competency
in terms of complex skill outcomes, and probably no
more than half & dozen programs in the entire United
. States define teaching competency in terms of the abil-

ity to performithe functions of a certificated teaching’
position or the ability to bring about the outcomes ex-’

pectéd from the successful execution of a teaching po-
sition?

The intricate relatlonshnp betwegn competency defi-
nition and asscssment has been recognized for a long
while. In 1970, in a paper entitled “The Focus of Per-
formance-Based Certification: Knowledge, Teachmg Be-
havior or the Products that Derive from a Teacher’s

Behavior,” the first author pointed to three levels of .

competency definition that performance-based- teacher
education programs could adopt (Schalock, 1970). These
were referred to in general terms 3s knowledge outcomes,
skill or “behavioral” outcomes, and product outcomes,
with product outcomes referring to the outcomes to be
achieved through the pcrformance of teaching func-
tions in ongoing school settings. Questions were also
raised in that paper as to the implications of the var-
ious levels of competency definition for assessment.
The authors of the elementary models made use of
similar distinctions in describing altcrnative foci for
performance-based teacher education programs (De-

é



Vault, et al, 1973), and Turner's refinement of this
three-level distinction to one that involves six levels
(Turner. 1973) has highlighted the issue even further.

Up to now. however, little progress has been made
in developing assessment strategies that parallel the
three- or six-level distinctions that have been made in

B} co%ctcncy definition. Turner’s effoits to measure
tea

ing skills (1965), the evolution of microteaching
{AHen and Fortune, 1967), and thc recent efforts of
Popham in the use of what he terms performance tests
of teaching proficiency (1967, 1971) provide a begin-
ning to the kind of assessment technology tnat would
provide for such parallelism, but taken singly or to-

gether these developments do not as yet provide what -

is needed to implement a performance-based teacher
education program that defines™teaching con.petency in’
its more complex forrgs. a

* The purpose of this paper is to describe an effort by
faculty of Oregon College Of Education and the Teach-
ing Research Division of the Oregen State System of
Higher Education to develop a system for assessing
teaching, competency that accommodates the higher
order definitions of competency. The ‘system that is

_ being’developed rests within the context of thc elemen-

-ing competency is the ability to bring about the out-

“tary teacher educatin program at OCE, and takes. as

its point of departurc the following definition: “Teach-

comes expected of an elemcntary teacher in a certifi-

cated teaching position.” °
Background -
Defining teaching competency in terms of outcomes
or product criteria is consistent with the specifications
of the ComField model for elementary teacher educa-
tion, onc of the nine clementary models developed in
the late 1960’s undcr the sponsorship of the U.S.
Office of Education (Schalock, et al, 1968; Schalock,.
et al, 1970), and with the. specifications set forth in the’
new process standards for educational personnel devel-
opment that have been adopted recently by the Oregon
Board of Education (“‘Process Standards,” 1973).
Using the “Process Standards” as the document of ref-
erence, a teaching competency is definkd as:

The demonstrated ability to bring about
the. expected outcomes of a role or func-
tion included in a job definition;

and a competent tcacher is defined as:

-

Onc who has acquired and demonstrat
the essential compctencies of a profef- )
sional position and integrates and utili

9

them effectively in meeting the require-
ments ?f that position in accordance with
its level and certification status. At each
certification level, th® tcacher must also
provide evidence that he has mastered the
knowledge and skills assumed to be re-
quired for the development of his téching
competence at that level. (p. }18 of the
April 12 draft of the document):

" The implications of this set of definitions for the Jdesign .

and operation’ of teacher cducation programs have

been spelled out in detail in a paper used by. the Board -
of Education in the review process given the new

standards (Schalock, 1973a).

- In the fall of 1972, OCE implexﬁentcd an experi- -

wiental elementary tcacher education program that was
to serve both as a test of the feasibility of the “Oregon
Process Standards,” and a test of the soundness of the
principlcs of the ComField model. It was also to serve
as a context for rescarch and development, taking as
its primary objective for the first year of operation the
development of an asscssment system that would meet
the demands of the most exacting definition of teaching
competence that is possible (levels 2 and 1 in Turnér's
criteria), and do so within the additional constraints
vstablished "by the ComField model. These include the
personalization of instruction and assessment, as de-

fined by Schalock and Garrison (1973), the systemati-

zation of program operation, as defined by DeVault
(1973) and-the operation of the program within thc

context of a teacher cducation consortium, as defined .

by the “Oregon Process Standards.” . ;
Forty-three students entered the program. Two full-
time education faculty, six quarter- to full-time faculty

.from related subjcct matter areas, 43 school supervi-

sors, and an equivalent of .one full-time specialist in
mcasurement and evaluation' staffed the program. The
program was limited to the measurement and evalua-
tion’staffed the program. The program was limited to
the prestudent teaching aspects of professional prepara-
tion, and extended oer a period of two terms (fall and
winter). Students received 36 hours of collegé credit
when they met the requiremcents of the program.

A relatively limited set of developmental goals were

set for the assessment systtm during the first year of

program operation. The decision was made to concen-
trate on the development of those aspects of the system
that would permit the assessment of teaching compe-
toncies in ongoing school settings at the precertification

" level, moving if time permitted to the development of
“ competency assessment procedures at thelevel of initial

e
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certifitation.? As the year progressed, this turned out
to mean, operationally, the devclopment of an assess-
ment system that functioned at two levels of compe-
tency demonstration: 1) lesson teaching; and 2) short
" term (2 to S days), full-responsibility teaching. Lesson
teaching is the first and simplest context within which
teaching competency is to be demonstrated in the pro-
gram. Short-term, full-responsibility teaching is the
next simplest context for competency demonstration,
and scrves as the staging context for student teaching.
Short-term tcaching can be engaged in only after com-
petency has been demonstrated in lesson teaching; and *
student teaching can be engaged only after competency
has been demonstrated in short-term teaghin.

A third demonstration context reccived some atten-
tion during the year, but not as much as the first two
contexts that have been described. This was a student
teaching equivalency demonstration context. It required
full-responsibility teaching for a 5- to 10-day period,
and could be entered only under conditions of excep-
tional performance in short-term, full-responsibility
teaching. Successful performance in the student teach-
ing cquivalency context was accepted as evidence of
the level of teaching competency required to receive
initial certification.

As the assessment system ngow stands, it represents

little more than a beginning of the system that ulti-

matcly must cvolve. Two major components of the sys- g

tem have heen developed, and a third started, but all
of these have undergone major revision in preparation
for the second year of .program operation. Undoubt-
edly, they will undergo at least ong more major revi-
sion before they stabilize. In addition to the revision of
what has already been developed, however, the system
must be cxtended to cover the assessment of compe-
tency for purposes of initial, basic, and standard certi-
fication. This represents a major developmental under-
taking for as the “Process Standards™ now reads, initial
certification requires competency demonstration in a 2-
to S-week full-responsibility teaching situation (student
teaching); basic certification requircs competency
demonstratibn in a one- to three-term full:responsibil-
ity teaching situation (intern or protected first-year
teaching); and standard certification requires compe-

it St ottt et

2 The recently adopted “Process Staﬁaards" for educational
personnel development in Oregon call for three levels of certi-
acation: initial, basic, and standard. Competency demonstra-
tion is required at all three levels of certification. As level of
certification progresses the competencies to be demonstrated
increuse i number and kind, and performance standards in-
crease in difficulty.

¥
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tency demonstration in a 2- to 3-year full-responsibility
teaching situation after the basic certificate has been
received,

Finally. the system must be extended to cover the
knowledges and skills assumed to be needed to per-

form effectively as a tcacher. This includes knowledges

and skills in the various subject mattcr areas of profes-
sional cducation as well as those in the subject matter

. "areas to be taught.

It can be seen from this brief outline that the work
that remains on the assessment system far exceeds the
work that has been done. What has been accomplished
thus far represents only the four.dation of the system
that will be needed in the long run to implement the
kind of competency-based teacher education program
that is desired at the college, or that reflects fully the
specifications of the ComField model or the new “Ore-
gon Process. Standards.” The work that has been done
represents a beginning, however, for the hasic outline

of the system has been established and several of its-

many components have been developed and tested. We

are at least on the way, and that is more than could be

said a year ago. Because of this, and because so little
clse exists that can be.drawn upon in 1mplementmg

teacher education programs that incorporate higher -

order definitions of competency, making public what
has becn done thus far at OCE may be of some benefit
to others. Hopefully it will be of benefit to OCE as
well, for the response to what has been done may help
clarify problems that are not sgen or have not been an-
ticipated oz point to the work of others that could be
of benefit. ~ . .

Implementing a tcacher education px‘ogram that is
genuinely representative of the ideals of a model as
complex as ComField or as demanding’as the “Process
Standards” :that have been adopted in Oregon jis a
monumental task, and any institution that attempts
such a venture neceds all the help it can get. :

Bfﬁn‘e procceding with the description of the work
thaf has been done on,the assessnient system thus far,
it is worth noting that the experimental program within
which the assessment system is being developed was
judged to be sufficiently successful in its first year of
operation that OCE faculty, cooperating school super-
visors and administrators, and students recommended
that it be installed as the “regular” program in the ele-
mentary division of the college. This recommendation
has been accepted. Operationally this means that be-
tween 275 and 300 students will move through the
professional component of the program during the
coming yeuar, that approximatcly the same number of

-



school supervisors and 15 or so college supervisors will
have to be trained to employ the assessment system that
is to be used in the program, and that 20 or more sub-
ject matter specialists will have to be at least informed
of the system so that they will be able to relate to it
meaningfully. The implications of this decision at the
level of system- qpcrauon are trcuted in some detail
elsewhere in the paper.*

K

An Initial Vie;’w of System Requirements

When initially planned, -the system for assessing

teaching competence at OCE wis desigued to accom-
modate a number of special conditions. These included
a particular definition of assessment; a particular defi-
nition of teaching competency; a commitment to the
principle of gradualism in the demonstration of teach-
.ing competency; a commitment to the principle that
mcasurces coming from the system would have utility in
decisions about instruction, ceruﬁeatxon, and hiring; a

commitment to the principle that measures coming
from the system would be of suffidient guality that a
first-rate program of research could be built around
them; and a commitment to develop an assessmernt sys-
tem that could be operated within the Jconstraints of
the resources available to the college through regular

funding channels. Since each of these items had major-

impact upon the nature of the system that evolved,
each is dnseussed bricfly m the paragraphs that follow.

The OCE Definition of Kssessment

When planning the experimental teacher education
program at OCE, the assessment system that was to
accompany it was to be more than a measurcment or
evaluation system, if by measurement one means the
assignment of numerals to obscrvations and if by eval-
~_uation one means.the assignment of value to numerals.
It- was to incorporate thesc two sets of operations, but
include as well the concept of an information manage-
ment system that scrves particular decision-making
functions. Assessment was scen in the context of the
OCE program, therefore, as a mechanism Jhat supports
decision making. Put in other terms, it was a targeted
information sysiem. Two major classes ot decisions

1A hst of the -products that’ have been developed within the
OCE exp-%xmentat- program, including a descnpuon of the

*. program per se, the teaching competencies pursued within the

program, and the system that has been developed for the as-
sessment of those compctencies is available upon iequest,
Those interested in obtaining this list, or any of the items re-
ferred to on it. may do so by contacting the authors.

~
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were to be served by the system, instructional decisions
and program aduptation or design (management and
policy ) decisions,

Given this concept of asséssment, the system was to
include measures of teaching competency; performance
standards for competency demonstration at pameular
levels of certification or precertification experienc
specifications as to the decisions to be served by pagj
ticular measures of competency; specifications as to the
structure or mechanisms to be employed in arriving at
particular classes of decisions, specifications as to the
form which the data were to assume to facilitate each .
particular class of decisions; and an information reduc-
tion, storage, and’ distribution/retrieval systém -that
permits the efficicnt handling of the data that come
from the system. The rationale for the system, and a de-
scription’ of its wvarious pieces and parts, appears in a
forthcoming book entitled *“Exploring Competency-
Bascd Edycation” (Schalock, 1973b). *

The OCE Definition of Teaching Competency

The basic definition  of teaehmg .competency that
guided the: deve!opment .of the dssessment system at
OCE has already been cited (see page 59). It has also
been pointed out that the definition of competency
adopted by OCE is consistent with the definition pro-
posed in the ComField model for elementary teacher
education, and the definition Proposed in the acwly
adopted “Oregon Process Standards” for the agcrednta-
tion of educational personnel development pragrams
What has not béen pointed out is the host ‘of surplus
muanings that such a definition carries.

Perhaps -the most troublesome of its various surplus
meanings is the fact that as defined, competeney is al-’

_ways situation specific. The performance of instruc-

tional planning and preparation functions, for example
o1 the performance of instructional functions br assess-
ment functions, are always specific t3 a particular -

‘group of children in a particuldr subject matter ina

particulat cducational setting, dnd require thereby a
particular set of performance standards! The meaning
of competence is also always dependent uppn the com-
plexity.of the teaching task to bé performed. The dem-
onstration of teaching competence in the context of les-
son teaching, for example, has a considerably different
meaning than the demonstration of teaching compet-
ence in the context ‘of short-term, full-responsibility or
intern teaching. Finally, the OCE definitjon of teaching
competence requires that competence be” demonstrated -
4
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in ongoing school settings, and that it meet designated
performance standards.

While such meanings may sound complex and
strange, they arc not at all arbitrary, for they follow
necessarily from the basic definition of competence as
the ability to bring about the outcomes expected of a
certificated job position. This is so because jobs are sit-

uation specific. If such meanings are hard to under--

stand the reader is referred again to the technjcal paper
that spells out in considerable detail the implication of
a competency definition of this kind for program
operation (Schalock, 1973a).

The OCE Definition of Gradualism in the
Demonstragfon of Teaching Competency

As indicated previously, the “Oregon Process Stand-
ards” call for competency demonstration at the level of
initial certification to take place in a full-responsibility
teaching situation of no less than 2 weeks duration.
The assumption underlying this expectation is that a
demonstration context of any less demanding nature
would be insufficient as a source of evidence about
ability to bring about the expected outcomes of teach-
ing. A year of full-responsibility teaching is suggested
as the demonstration context for competency assess-.
ment at the level of basic certification and 2 to 3 years
of full-responsibility teaching, after basic certification
has been achicved, is suggested as the demonstration
context for competency assessment for the standard
certificate.

The successful performance of teaching functions

-

under conditions of full-responsibility for a 2-week pe-
riod is a demanding task. It is also one that is not

likely to be performed successfully without prior expe-
rience in teaching. The experimental program at OCE
recognized this fact, and was planned to incorporate an
extensive system of precertification teaching in which
tcaching competency could be demonstrated within a
serics of gracuated ccmpetency demonstration contexts.
Two demonstration contexts were to be provided prior
to the 2-week context in which competence was to be
demonstrated for purposes of initial certification, les-

son teaching, and short-term (2-5 days) full-responsi- -

- bility teaching. The lesson tzaching context was to re-

quire the preparation and p:esentation of threc lessons
on three separatc days and in three different subject
areas.

Both demonstration contexts were to be provided

within what amounts to the first two terms of a three-
termm professioaal preparation sequence. Observation

L]

and informal lesson teaching were to precede the prep-
aration and presentation of the three lessons that were
10 receive formal assessment. Performance standards
for lesson teaching were to be based upon a summary
of performance in the three lessons, and were to be
met before a student was to ungage in-short-term, full-
résponsibility teaching. The ability to bring about de-
sired learning outcomes in pupils was not to be re-
quired as a competency at the level of lesson- teaching,
though the asséssment and display of the learning out-
comes achicved in lessons were. '

After competence was demonstrated in lesson teach-
ing, a student was then to demonstrate his competence
in short-term, full-responsitility teaching. Essentially
the same competencies demonstrated in lesson teaching
were to be demonstrated in the new context, but with
more demanding performance standards. Some addi-
tional competencies were also to be demonstrated. Per-
formance standards were to assume much\the same
form as they did in lesson teaching, including not being
held accountable for- bringing about desired. learning
outcomes. That was to be a requirement, however, for
competency demonstration at all levels of certification.

The demonstration of competence at the level of
short-term, full-respons:bility teaching was to permit a
student to nmiove on to student teaching, to intern
teaching, or to a student teaching equivalency examina-

tion. The basic assumption underlying the design of the -

graduated demonstration contexts to be included in the
program was that if students were to perform effectively
ina 2-to 5-week, full-responsibility teaching situation
dstudent teaching) that. provides the context for com-
petency demonstration at the level of initial certifica-
tion they would have to have a carefully tailored set of*
preccrtification teaching experiences that would prepare
them to do so.

The Utility of Competency Measures

_For lns@rucﬁon and Joo Placement

From its inception the assessment system at OCE
was seen as serving the purposes of instruction, certifi-
cation, and job placement. Accordingly, in each step in
its development the system was tkbe influenced by the
necds of instructional staff, the &ertifying agency, and
the personnel officers of school districts. Information
obtained through the assessment system was to serve
online instructional (supervision) decisions as well as
certification and hiring decisions. The latter two sets of
decisions were to be facilitated by the preparation of
“competency profiles” that depict competencies demon-

.
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strated in cach demonstration context. To make the
- preparation of such profiles feasible - they were to be
prepared by cnmy\uter.

The Ultility of Competency Measures
For Research

Onc of the major problems that has confronted re-
scarch on teacher gducation, or for that matter re-
scarch on the effectiveness of instruction. has been the
lack of adequate measures ‘on the outcome side of
teaching. Once of the major aims for the OCE asscss-
ment system was the development of a system of meas-
urcment that would eliminate this problem, and by so
doing cnablc a first-rate program of research to bt es-
tablished at the college: In order for this to happen a
long-range, systematically ‘designed program of re-
“scarch was planned on the quality of the m%surcs
themsclves. The results of the first year of this re-
scarch, and the lines which it is to take during the
coming year, arc d}:scribcd in subscquent sections of -
the paper. P '

- !

The Feasibility of the Assessment System,
Given the Resources Regularly Available
to the Teacher Education Program at QCE

While help was to be available for the dgvelopment
of the proposed asscssment system through grants from
Teacher Corps and) the Matiuaal Center for the Im-
provement of Educationa! Systcms, (1S, Office of Edu-
. cation, the system was seen as having to opctatc within
. the constraints of the resources ordinarily ayailable to
the teacher education program at OCE once fit was de-
veloped. Since the syst.m obviously would réquire re-
sources to operate, this rgeant that ways would have to
be found to utilize resources presently availably in dif-
ferent ways. or to find as yet untapped resoures and
cnlist them in support of system application , This
-stance was consciously adopted for two reason. :\First,
" GCE, did riot wish to develop an claborate assessment
. systeth and then ¥ind itsclf in a position of being una-
ble to operate it because t, was too costly. Sccon(t} if
the sysiem was to hive general utility to the field it
would have to be funotional within the resources ordi-

narily availatle to most. teacher education programs. \
\

The OCE System t'm‘.' Assessing Teaching \

Competency, Year \\

Starting with the view of system requirements that
has just been outlined, work was begun on the actual .
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dcvclop}ncnt of the system in September 1972, Work
on the system progressed simultancously with the de-
velopment of the experimental program as a whole,
and as with any interdependent effort, steps taken in
one arena both influenced and were influcnced by steps
taken in the other. Only the results of this developmen-
tal process will be deseribed in the present paper. ‘The
process itself-is being chronjcled in a monograph that
describes the development of the experimental program
at OCE historically (Schalpck, Kersh, and Garrison, in
preparation ). ;

/

Teaching Competencies to be Demonstrated
in order to develop-a system for assessing teaching

competency one has to be clear about the tcaching

competencics to be assessed. Fortunately, the instruc-
tional staff at OCE were reasonably clear as to the
competencies that they wished to see demonstrated at
the lev-l of initial certification, so this step in the de-
velopmental precess was accomplished with reasonable
case. , : .

It will be recalled that the definition of competency

adopted at OCE, and in Orcgon generally, has to do

with the ability to bring about the outcomes expected
in the performance of a role or function within a cer-
tificated teaching position. As used in this definition,
«ole or function refers to the “largest meaningful classi-
fication used in describing umits of work within a
teaching position” (p. 19 of the April 12 draft of the
“Oregon Process Standards™). The teaching functions
accepied by thc OCE staff as a point of departure in
developing the assessment system were as follows:

¢ Dcfining the objectives of instruction

k4
® Adjusting instruction for the individuals involved .

(teacher and pupil)

® Selecting appropriate’ materials and .pmcedures
for instruction, given the objectives and individu-
als involved :

° Orgahizing the learning environment to support
instruction : 2

e dntcracting with pupils (for pupil success) in the _

process of instruction
¢ Evaluating student growth (cognitive and attitu-

dinaty .

® Defining next learning steps, and the instruc-
tional procedurcs that attend them, given all of
the above.
These seven functions were proposed igitially by Dr.
Herbert Hite, now chairn.an of the Department of Ed-
ucation at Western Washington College, as content for
s :

\

\
v
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scrved as tho\primary organizers for instruction and as-
sessment in tht experimental program at OCE during
its first year of operation.*

In developing the assessment system around these
seven teaching functions (competencies to be demon-
strated), the decision was made to obtain evidence as
to how well the functions were planned as well as how
well they were carried out in actual teaching. This gave
rise to two rcasonably distinct scts of assessment pro-
cedures, one focusing upon the assessment of lesson or

the Comﬁ’i%{mcdcl (Schalock and Hale, 1968). They
h

curriculum plans and the othes upon lesson or curricu- -

lum presentations.

-

~

H. D. Schalock

-

Competericy Demonstﬁagion Coatexts

In a program that defines. competency in terms of
the performance of teaching functions in an ongoing
school sctting the identification of the tontexts .in
which competencies are to be demonstrated becomes as
critical as the identification of the competencicssthem-
selves. In fact, it has been the OCE experience that it
is not possible to think in terms of competéncy without
thinking in terms of the context in whizh competency
was to be démonstrated! Until these gwo aspeets of

: pA

+ Teaching functions, of course. are always imbedded in a
subject mutter context. and as 1 consequence thoir dssessment
requires an accompuanying assessment of the adeguacy of the
con't.em they carry.

competency definition were sorted out, little progress
was able to be made in the development of the assess-
ment system.

As indicated previously, the first year of work on
the system saw the development of assessment capabil-
ity in two demonstration contexts: lesson teaching and
short-term (2-5 days), full-responsibility teaching.
Some work was also donec in relation to a student
teaching cquivalency demonstration context, but this
was not completed. The first two of these demonstra-
tion contexts deal with precertification  competency
demonstration, and are designed to preparc students

. gradually to demonstrate the level of teaching compe-

tence required for initial certification. The third is de-
signed as the context in which competence at the level
of initial certification may be demonstrated.

Reasonably detailed specifications surround each of
the competency demonstration contexts. Those sur-

‘rounding lesson teaching illustrate the form and sub-

stance that they tend to take.

In partial satisfaction of requirements for completing
the two-term block sequence that-somprises the 1972~
73 Experimerital Teacher Education program at OCE,
cach student is to demonstrate competence in teachin
clementary pupils in appropriate school settings. Eac
ETE student will accomplish this objective by assum-
ing full teaching responsibility for two to five succes-
sive school days in an ongoing program of instruction,
in such fashion that their performance is judged ade-
quatc by the student, the college supervisor, and the
classfoom supervisor in accordance with the standards
sct for performance in such a situation.

In preparation for the full-responsibility teaching
demonstration, cach student will prepare and teach
three lessons, one in each of three different subject
arcas. The preparation and presentation of each lesson
shall be done under direct supervision and in suth
fashion that a complcte assessment can be made of
strengths and’ weaknesses, and that the student may
profit from the assessment. Satisfactory completion of
all threé lessons is a prerequisite to entry into the full-
responsibility demonstration. The three tcaching les-
sons are to meet the following conditiops:

2 - N

1. At feast one lesson shall invof\i"e the teaching of .

~cading, and at least onc the tcaching of art,
physical education, or music;

2. At least one of the lessons shall enable the stu-
dent to demonstrate ability to teach children
from diverse cultural or ethnic bckgrounds;

3. At least-one of the lessons shall have as its pri-
mary or secoridary ‘instructional objective the
learning of carecer awareness;

4. The desired learning outcomes for each lesson
should be limited so that e lesson normally will
not require more than sixt;y (60) minutes of in-
struction and not Icss than t venty (20);



5. Each lesson shall be taught to a group of stu-
dents numbering five or more, and at least one
lesson shall involve an entire classroom or its

equivalent;

6. T‘Le student will be cvaluated on the basis of a
s?ecciﬁcd sct of teaching tasks or functions (com-
piex skills) within each lesson, ranging from the
planning of the lesson through the assessment of
pupil learning from the lesson;

7. Formal lessons may be prepared and taught, at
any time during the two terms allotted the exper-
imental program, though the student needs to re-
member that if all requirements of the program
are to be met within the two-term period, the
three teaching lessons will have to be completed
in time to permit the student to arrange for and
complete the full-responsibility teaching demon-
stration;

8. An objective summary of a student’s perform-
ance in the preparation and presentation of les-
sons will be provided to the student as soon as

possible after the com;)lction of either the plan- -

ning or presentation of each lesson. The student
will be Kermitted to offer any reaction or rebut-
tal to the evaluation which has been made in
time for it to be of ben%ﬁt‘to all concerned in
the preparation of the 'n
the full-responsibility demonstration; and ¢
9. Each student will be permitted to offer any reac-
tion or rebuttal to the final agsessment made of
his performance in the full-responsibility teach-
ing demonstration before it is finally determined
whether or not the student has adequately dem-
onsérated teaching competence in terms of pre-
viously agreed upon standards.

*
~

Performance Standards for Competency P 3 )

Demonstration

. - ..

Another aspect of the meaning of competency that
had to be unraveled before progress could be made in
the development of the assessment system was the mat-
ter of performance standards. This was a particularly
troublesome concept for it was imbedded in both the
nature of the competency to be deménstrated and the
context in which it was to be demonstrated. For exam-
ple, defining the objectives of instruction was a compe-
tency to be demonstrated, but there is nothing inherent
in that competency descriptor that speaks to the qual-
" ity expected (standard) in its performance. It also
makes no reference to the context in which performance
is to take place. This is equally troublesome since the
performance standards for defining the objectives of in-
struction in the context of lesson teaching may be con-
siderably different than in the context of short-term,
full-responsibility teaching. Becausc of this interdepen-
dency of competency descriptor, the context in which a

.

xt teaching lesson,. or -
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competency is to be demonstrated, and the perform-
ance standard set for its demonstration the task of be-
coming clear as to what the assessment system was to
do and how it was to do it was more difficult than an-
ticipated.

Another level of subtlety and complexity emerged in
rciation to performance standards as the assessment
system developed. This was the distinction that had to
be drawn between performance ratings and perform-
ancc standards. As the system was planned initially it
was anticipated that performance standards would
apply to each competency that was being assessed. As
the system evolved it was discovered that applying the
concept of performance standards at that level of detail
was simply not functional. Ratings of performance had ®
to be applied at that level; i.e., at the level of each
competericy descriptor, but it turned out that perform-.
ance standards seemed to apply best to performance

.within a particular demonstration context. Thus, as the

system evolved during the first year of program operag
tion, performance standards came to apply to perform-
ance _patterns across -competencies within particular
demonstration contexts, rather than to individual com-
petency demonstrations.  ° -7 -
Such an arrangement in no way lessens the impor-
tance of individual competency assessments. These: are
still the central focus of the system, and their assess-
ment provides the basis for much of the instruction
that occurs in field settings. Their assessment also pro-
vides the basis for arriving at a judgment about per-
formance standards, for these are defined in terms of
individual competency assessments within a pasticular
demopstration context. Seen in this way performance
standards serve operationally as the exit requirements
from a particular demonstration context, or entrance
requirements to another.-They also serve as the crite-
rion ‘mcasure for certification. The performance stand-
ards that averg established during the_first year of pro-
gram opesation for. lesson teaching and short-term,
full-responsibility teaching appear as attachment A.

The Approach Taken to Measurement

. The approach taken to the measurement of individ-
ual teaching competencies was one of obtaining care-
fully delimited professional judgments, in the form of
rating scale placements, as to the adequacy of a stu-
dent’s performance in a particular demonstration con-
text. At least two separate professional judgments were
obtained in relation to each competency demonstration,
one from a student’s college supervisor and one from
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his school supervisor. An cvaluative judgment was also
obtained from a content specialist if a student re-
quested it. The ratings were designed so as to accom-
modate the impact of sctting ditferences on competency
demonstration. :

The rating scales .nssunud somewhat different forms
for cvaluating plans to cvaluation presentations. In eval-
uating plans a three-point scale was used: in evaluating
presentations, a five-point scale. This ditference oc-
curred because ratings were applied only to items in a
plan that were acceptabie; i.c., if an item was unac-
ceptable it had to be modified until it was. As a conse-
quenee the ratings applied to the plan were really only
the upper three scale positions of the five-point scale
applied to teaching presentations.

In addition to a judgment as to individual competen-
cics, raters were asked to provide an overall judgment
as to the quality of a plan or a presentation. These lat-
ter judgments were to be made only after all individual
competencics had been assessed. To illustrate the na-
ture of the overall rating system the forms used in the
dpplication of the scales to lesson teaching are ap-
pended as attachment B.

Two other features of the rating systemy are worthy
of note, namely, the listing of items under cach compe-
tency descriptor that give focus to the descriptor and
the requirement that the behavioral or product indica-
tors relicd upon by a rater in responding to an item be
recorded. In the evaluation of plans, cach of the focus-
ing items was rated (which turned out to be a poor
practice). In the cvaluation of presentations cach fo-
cusing item was attended to, but only the competency
was rated. This latter strategy proved to be reasonably
Tunctional, and provided the basis for an important re-
vmon of the forms for the coming year.

The decision to ask raters to record the indicators
they relied upon in making a particular judgment grew
out of the need to make the ratings as objective as
possible. It was felt that the inclusion of the request to
record indicator statements would help bring about ob-
jectivity in two ways. First, it wouly force raters to at
least think about, and hopefully identify. the indicators
used. Sccond, by compiling a listing of the indicators
used by different raters in different scisings, a guide on
indicator use could be prepared that could be of value
in training raters. Unfortunately, not enough care was
directed to this aspect of the rating process during the
first year of program operation, and a rclatively spot-
ted record of indicator use was the result. In the coming
year the rating methodology has been changed in this

regard, however, ‘and indicator usage assumes a more
prominent place within it.

Data Management and Utilization

Only the most rudimentary system was developed
during the first year of program operation for the man-
agement and utilization of the data coming from the
competency assessment system.* A work-study student
was responsible for the distribution of the various eval-
uation forms to students and college supervisors, Stu-
dents were then responsible for getting the forms they
received to their school supervisor, and for returning
the completed school supervisor's forms to the college
supervisor. A record of completed forms was main-
tained in cach college supervisor's office for each of the
students they were sponsoring, and a data summary
sheet was prepared from cach set of forms for use in a
permanent file. The data recorded on these summary
sheets were then put in computer storage for purposes
of competency profile preparation and research: For
illustrative_purposes, the summary data form, for lesson
teaching appears as figure 1. The tranglation of this
information to the computer permitted a scrics of meth-
odological studics to be undertaken or the adequacy of
the measurés coming from the syStem -(sce the next
section of the papesd, and preliminary work was able’
to be done in the preparation of competency profiles.

‘This task was sufficiently complex, however, that its

completion was not possible during the first year of
program operation. ¢

Data management procedures that sérved 6nline de-
cision making in relation to lesson "and short-term,
full-responsibility teaching were 1éft largely to theinge-
nuity of the college and school supervisors involved.
Several guidelines to data use were provided, however.
First, all conferencing with students about plans or
performance in the classroom was to be data based, at

~least at point of departure. Second, a student had the

right and ebligation to quarrel with ratings or indicator
statements whenever he or she felt they were inaccu-,
rate or unfair. Third, discussion of performance' in the.‘

I
+'Two assessment systems were actually developed in sup-;
port of the experimental prograum at OCE during its first year:
of oper.mon The first is the competency assessment system:
that is dascribed in the present paper. The sevond is a pro-
gram assessmant system that is designed to systematically col-
lect data on all aspects of program operation and make that
data available at a time and in a form that facilitates program
adapiation decisions. The program adaptation system is de-
signed on the same principles as the competency assessment
system (see pp. 8 to 14) and should therefore have the same
degree of transportability.
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classroom was to occur as close as possible in time to
actua! performance. Fourth, the college and school ‘su-
pervisor would confer as to the overall adequacy of the
performance of a student before a student was permit-
ted to advanee to the next level of competency demon-
stration, even though the college supervisor was the
person to make that judgment ultimately,

Within these broad guidelines all possible combina-
tions of procedures and schedules were followed. No
reduction or synthesis of the data on the cvaluation
forms occurred before or after discussions with stu-
dents, except for the summary that was prepared for
permanent file and computer use. As the reader will
sec in the next section of the paper the failure te direct
greater attcntion to the management and utilization of
the data coming from the assessment of lesson and
short-term tcaching had its consequences. -

Data management procedures were more exacting in
relation to the student teaching equivalency demonstra-
tion, even though much less work had bcen done de-
velopmentally on that demonstration context than the
others. This undoubtedly reflected the fact that certifi-
cation decisions were involved. The procedurc that was
developed to handle this level of decision required that

‘a jury of college faculty and classroom teachers who

had not served as the student’s supervisors cxamine all
data available on a student’s performance and arrive at
a decision conccrning the match between performance
and performance standards. The student’s sponsor pre-

sents the data called for in this regard and provides the

necessary context building that permits the jury to view
the data in perspective. A segment of video tape show-
ing the student tcaching is included as a part of the
student record.

This procedurc was tested on five occasions during
the first year of the program and found to be rcasona-
bly satisfactory. It needs to be pointed out, however,
that firm performance standards werce not operating on
thosc occasions and so our experience with these pro-
cedures did not represent a full test of them.

Data on System Operation

In order to determine how well the assessment sys-
tem was working in the context of the experimental pro-
gram, analyses werc made of the various student
applications of the system, the completencss of infor-

-mation coming from the system, the trustworthiness of

that information, etc. Studi:s of this naturc were car-
ried out midway through th: program and then again
at its completion. The data reported in the paragraphs
that follow arc based on these analyses.

Of the 43 students that enrolled formally in the ex-
perimental program, 42 attempted lesson teaching and
38 of these met the performance standards set for that
demonstration context. All 38 of these students then
attempted short-term, full-responsibility tcaching, and
34 of them met the performance standards sct for that
context. On the basis of these figures approximatcly
three-fourths of the students who entered the program
met competency demonstration requirements for eXit
from it, and thereby met entry requirements for stu-
dent teaching. Five of the 34 students, however, chal-
lcnged student teaching through the student teaching

‘equivalency demonstration, and three of those five

were judged competent at the level of initial certifica-
tion. _

Taken at face value these data would suggest that
the asscssment system was working well. In some re-
spécts that’is a fair judgment. A larger proportion of
students dropped or were dropped from the cxperimen-
tal program than is typically the casc in the nonexperi-
mental form of the program. College and school super-
visory staff also reported that the cvaluations that they
were able ‘to make of student's performance were
sharper and more detailed than they had ever been
able to make before. Staff also reported that the data
base provided by the ratings greatly facilitated instruc-
tional activities that accompanied the supervisory proc-
ess.

Two other + s of data, however, force caution in in-
terpreting how well the system worked. The first is a
sct of data that has to do with the conscientiousness of
performance rating and documentation by various eval-

uators. These data are summarized in tables 1 and 2, °

and are informative on a number of counts. First, it is
immediately clear that the rating forms were.not ap-
plicd in all cases, and often times when arplied they
were not attended to completely. Sccond plans are
rated morc consistently and more compi=tely than
presentations. Third, the conscientiousness of rating
and documentation varicd by class of rater, with the
school supervisors generally being thc most conscien-
tious about filling out the forms complectely. Finally,
very few content specialists from the college faculty ap-
plicd the forms to cither plans or presentations, and
when they did thcy were not overly conscientious about
their use.

If taken at face value thesc data would suggest that
the asscssment system was csscntially nonfunctional.,

" This would be an over-interpretation, however, for

while the appiication of the system obviously left much

. to be desired the data that appear in tables 1 and 2



Table 1. Completeness of Ratings on Competency in

Lesson Planning and Presentation
T | ]

J College | School | Content
Elements Rared Supervisor | Supervisor | Specialist
Pluns (N==68) (N = 96) v(Nz 20
all elements rated
Lesson i 20 .30 k}
Lesson 2 20 23 7
Lesson 3 17 27 4
some elements rated
Lesson | 7 3 |
Lesson 2 1 6 2
Lesson 3 t 2 0
no elements rated
Lesson | 2 3 1
Lesson 2 0 i 2
Lesson 3 0 . 1 0
Presentations {N=6Y) (N =94) (N =20)
_ all elements rated
Lesson 16 20 l
fesson 2 . 7 19 2
Lesson 3 3 17 0
some elements rated "
Lesson | 3 4 0
Lesson 2 - 1 4 {
Lesson 3 1 3 0
no elements rated
Lesson 1 i1 10 4
‘Lesson 2 12 8 8
Lesson 3 15 9 4
t

Table 2. Completeness of Ratings for Sh m,

Full-Responsibility T
- College School Content
Elements Rated Supervisor | Supervisor | Specialist .
Plans {(N=24) (N=29) {(N=1)
all elements rated 18 28 1
some elements rated 4 f
no elements rated 2 .
Presentations - {N=24) (N=28) | (N=1
all elements rated 16 i
some elements rated 3 9
no elements rated 20 4

have a number of explanations. First, the system was
instigated with essentially no staff preparation. Second,
some items within the system were badly in need of re-
vision, and as a conscquence many cvaluators simply
chosc to omit them and deal only with those that made
sense or were able to be managed. Third, the supervi-
sory load on the collcge staff became so heavy nca. the
end of the program that they were essentially unable to
mecet the demands that were placed upon them. This is
reflected in the high proportion of ratings missing
the sccond and“third lesson presentations, and in the
short-term, full-responsibility teaching  situation.  Fi-
nally. no expeetations were established nor held in the
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program for content specialists to apply the system to
cither plans or presentations. Students were free to ask
their participation in the rating process if desived; or

~ content specialists could ask to become involved in as-

sessing a plan or the performance of a particular sty-
dent, but this was not a matter that reccived a great
deal of attention in the program.

In some respects, then, given the circumstances that
surrounded the development and application of the sys-
tem, it is possible to be delighted with the extent of the
system's application and the conscientiousness with
which it was applicd. The data are particularly encour-
aging in this regard for school supcrvisors.

Three additional sets of data support a sense of
hopefulncss about the system and its operation in the
context of the experimental program. The first deals

with a set of analyses that were. carricd out to deter-
mine the sensitivity of the ratings. Two kinds of sensi-

tivity indicators were .uscd, the extent to which compe-
tency performance measures varied for an individual
student, and the extent to which performance profiles
varied across students. The assumption underlying bo

analyses was that in most cases variability should be
found in individual competency demonstrations within
the profile of any single student, and that there should
be variations in competency profiles across students. It
was further assumed that if such variability were ob-

served this could be taken as evidence of the sensitivity

of the measures.

The results of these analyses were in the direction
desired. While some students were found to vary rela-
tively little in the ‘competencies demonstrated, most

students varied considerably. More fimportantly, they :

tended to vary in all possible ways. For example, some
students were consistently high across performance
measurcs, some consistently low, and some both high
and low. Similar variability was found between stu-
dents. .

The secopd set of data that arc encouraging of the
system's potential deals with the extent of agrecment
on ratings of student performance between independent
raters. A number of analyses of this kind were made,
though obviously they were limited by the incomplete-
ness of the data as reflected in tables 1 and 2. Never-
theless, by the close of the first term of the program
22 lesson plans and 12 lesson présentations were found
that were sufficiently complete to permit interrater
agreements to be calculated. On the basis of these
calculations, level of agreement was approximately 80
pereent for the items rated in lesson plans and 75 per-
cent for the items rated on lesson presentations. No

LN
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interrater agreements were calculated for short-term
teaching.

The third set of data that are encouraging deals with
rating patterns of evaluators. In these analyses, evalua-
tor ratings across stadents were the basis for compari-
son, and were analyzed independently of the students
on which the ratings were made. Pattern analyses were
run that compared a) college and school supervisors
ratings, b) onc college cvaluator’s ratings with the rat-
ings of another, ¢) ratings provided by school supervi-
sors in one school with those of another, and d) rat-
ings provided by content * specialists  with  those
provided by both college and school supervisors By
and large these analyses showed that while there was
some tendency on the part of all cvaluators to skew
the ratings toward the upper scale values, and some
tendeney for rating patterns to reflect the individuals
doing the rating (for example, one college supervisor
will tend to rate higher or with less variability than an-
other), owerall rating patterns tend to be roughly
cquivalent. This is especially the case as ratings being
compared increase in their generality or larger numbers
of ratings are compared.

" This last point is illustrated by the histograms pre-
sented as figures 2 and 3. Figure 2 shows the rating
patterns of two college supervisors for competence in
classroom management in the context of lesson teach-
ing. Figure 3 shows the rating patterns nf all college
supervisors and all ®hool supervisors for the same
measure. Even though onc would expect greater simi-

larity between the two college supervisors than between ©

college and school supervisors, this was not the case.
The greater similarity in rating patterns reflected in
figure 3 can best be accounted for by the effect of large
numbers entering the pitture.

There tended to be less variability in rating patterns
around plans on the part of all cvaluators than around
presentations, *

As indicated throughout this discussion, the data on
system performance are both encouraging and d{,scour-
aging. On the encouraging side there is evidence that
the measures provide reasonably scnsitive discrimina-
tions in relation to pupil performance, and that raters
tend to provide reasonably similar ratings when observ«
ing the same students and reasonably similar patterns
of ratings when observing across students. Add to this
the opinions of both collcge and school supervisors

that the data that come from the system help them -

make better judgments about competence and provide
better instructional help than has heretofore been pos-
sible, there is reason to be hopeful about the potential

of the system. It should also be noted on the hopeful
side that both college and school supervisors indicated
strong support for the continued use and further devel-
opment of the assessment system, and that its use is
not impossibly expensive. The resources invested in the
development, operaticn, and adaptation of the experi-
mental program as a whole 'this past year are summa-
rized in figure 4. Costs most directly attributable to the
asscssement function within the program arc those as-
sociated with increased school supervisory time,
development  costs, adaptation costs, and research
COStS.

All things considercd, these arc rcasonably encour-
aging data. On the discouraging side, however, there is
evidence that if the system is to function cffectively,
and if the measures are to be of a quality that penaits
a great deal -of confidenee to be placed in them, therc
is still much to be done. Major revisions within the
system ‘itself must be made and an effective procedure
he devised to assure care in its application. It is to the
proposed modifications in the system for the commg
year that we now turn.,

An Expanded View of System Requirements

On the basis of the data just reviewed, and recom-
mendations from college and school supervisors, stu-
dents. and assessment personnel, major changes are
being made in the competency assessment system for
the second year of program operation. These changes
will be reviewed in some detail since they répresent
what appears to be major advances in the methodol-
ogy. J'o provide continuity with the description of- the
asscssment system provided previously, the headings
used in that description will be used again.

Teaching Competencies To Be Demonstrated

It will be recalied that seven tcaching functions or
competencies constituted the ‘core of the experimental
program during the first year of operation (sec p. 64).
For the coming year the list has been cxpanded and
organized into clusters of competencies. As the list
presently Stands, four competency clusters are to be
demonstrated in the context of lesson teaching: Plan-
ning and Preparing for Instruction; Performing Instruc-
tional Functions; Performing Assessment Functions;
and Displaying Pupil Achievement. A fifth cluster of
competencics has been added to these four basic clus-
ters for demonstration in the short-term, full-responsi-

bility teaching context and in student téaching. This is

a set of competencics that has to do with Interpersonal
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RESOUKCES UTILIZED IN THE FIRST YEAR OF THE ETE PROGRAM

(44 students enrolled in the program, 37 completed it)

Regular Experimental
*“Junior-Block™ “Junior-Block"
Program Program
Fall Winter Spring Fall Winter Spring

Program Operation .

Education Faculty 1.5 FTE 1.5 FTE 1.5 FTE 1.5 FTE

Subject Matter i 1.5 FTE 1.25 FTE 1.75 FTE 1.50 FTE

School Supervisors 2 hrs. . 2 hrs. 3 hrs. 5.25.hrs.

. p;wk. p.wk. p/wk p/wk.

Secretary . Clerical Normal Normal +50¢¢, + 509,

Sx:ipplies - Services, » N Normal Normal

Administration » " +10% +10%,
Program Development :

Education Faculty .SFTE .SFTE

Assessment Faculty 1.0 FTE 1.0FTE °

Secretary,/ Clerical .75 FTE .15 FTE

Supplies/Services $750 $750

Administration +10% + 109,
Program Adaptation

Education Fdculty " .S0 FTE

School Supervisors _ . 6 @ S hrs. p/wk.

Students ' 12 @ § hrs. p/wk.

Assessment Faculty 1.0 FTE

Secretary/Clerical 1.0 FTE

Supplies/Services $500
Program Related Re- - .

search . "$500 $750 $500

Figure 4. Resources utilized in the first year of the experimental program at OCE (43 students enrolled in the program,
: 34 completed it) .

Intcraction. The ‘scparate competcncies to be demon-
strated within these five clusters are as follows:

Compeu;ncy Cluster I,

- Planning and Preparing for Instruction

¢ Defining learning objectives and the indicators of
their achicvement ,

¢ Planning instructional activitics, materials, and
procedures

* Planning for the assessment of learning

Competency Cluster I1.
Performing Instructional Functions

o Conveying the objectives of instruction
¢ Adapting instruction to context
e Managing the instructional process -

. ® Managing unexpected events

Competency Cluster 111
Performing Assessment Functions

¢ Assessing learning before instruction
o Assessing learning during instruction
¢ Asscssing learning after instruction

Competency Cluster IV, .
Displaying Pupil Achievement

e Displaying prelesson and poitlesson achievement
e Displaying learning gains that -result from in- -
struction

Competency Cluster V. .
- Enhancing Interpersonal Relationships - _
e Acting responsibly in terms of the feelings,
nceds, and wishes of others
e Working constructively in task-oriented situa-
tions with others



y It is expeeted that this list of competencies will con-
~tinue to expand or be refined as the assessment system
is applied and tested in studént teaching and intern

" contexts, or in contexts designed to give evidence of .

“.competeney  demonstration for purposes of standard
certification.

dpmpetency Demonstration Contexts .

\No chainges arc planned for the demonstration con-
tq_x\s; that were cstablished in the first year of program
opetation. In fact, with the formal acceptance of the
“Progess Standards™ for the preparation of education
persopnel by the Oregon Board of Education, the dem-
onstration contexts thus far established in the program
appear\ tov be more appropriate than initially - antici-
pated: The competéncy demonstration contexts that are
now praposed for the program, and ‘their relationship
A to level (\f certification, is as follows:

Contexts for Competency Demonstration
Prior to Certification

® Lessop teaching

e Short-term (2 to' § days), full-responsibility

teachi

Contexts for Competency Demonstration
“ For Purposes of Certification

¢ Initial certification: student teaching (2 to 5
weeks), -or student teaching equivalency demon-

" stration (‘§ to 10 days)
e Basic cértification: intern
weeks) or, pfotected first-year teaching

* Standard certification: 2 to 3 yedrs of full-time
teaching after the basic certificate has been re-
ceived. _

Performance Standards for Competency
Demonstration |

It will be recalled that performance standards were
cstablished during the first year of the program for
competency demongtration in lesson teaching and in
short-term, full-responsibility teaching only. It will also

be recalled that these standards received very little for-

mal testing. As a consequence, with one important
_change, the second year of the program is being cn-

tered with the same performance standards for lesson

.- and short-term tcaching that were set in the first year
of the program. The change is to tfequire a summative

. competency assessment for exit from the precertifica-
~ tion phase of the program. The assessement procedure
proposed is much like that outlined for assessment at

the level of initial certification  (exit from student
teaching). for it is also to involve azjury of independ-

<
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teaching (10-30
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ent judges. These judges ‘are to consist of college and
school faculty that did not carry s°upcr,visory responsi-
bility for a student and they are to decide whether
demonstrated performance in the short-term, full-re-
sponsibility tcaching situation meets the performance
standafds that have been set for it. A segment of video

tape ;showing the student teaching is also to be in-

cluded as part of the student's record,
One of theee decisions will be reached as a conse- -
quence of this summary assessment:

¢ the student has passed the teaching competency
requirements at the precertification level, and may .
enroll in student teaching or internship

¢ the student is cligible for student teaching or in-
ternship, but may enroll only after completing
specified tasks or submitting additional evidence -
‘of teaching competence

e the student is not eligible for student teaching or
. internship, and must remain in.the prestudent
teaching part of the program until evidence can
be provided that all teaching competency require-
ments for entry into student or intern teaching
have been met. . ‘
Specific criteria have not as yet been established as a
basis for any onc of thesc decisions. '

"1t is anticipated that with use, the performance
standards that have been set for lesson teaching and
short-term, full-responsibility teaching will be sharp-
éned. or in some other way modified. It is also expected
that the jury system that is being proposed for sum-
mary judgment- of competence- in short-term teaching
will be applicd to all certification judgments within the
program. Finally, it is expected that all certification de-
cisions will rest heavily on evidence as to the ability of
a prospective teacher to bring about the learning out-
comes expected for' pupils. Almost no thinking has -

:been. done within the program about the nature of
. competency demonstration requirements for purposes

of certification beyond those that have been mentioned.

"

' The Approach Taken to Measurement

Major refincments have been made in the approﬁch ‘

_is still one that involves ratings. Seven major changes

have been made in the rating system:

¢ all ratings arc made in terms of a five-point scale
(during the first ycar teaching plans were rated
on a three-point scale whilc teacging performande
was rated on a five-point scale ; :

e ratings are provided only for competencics and
competency clusters (ratings were required during
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the first year of the program for the items that
claborated a competency as well)

all ratings are to be recorded by entering a nu-
merical score in a box opposite the competency or
competency cluster to be rated, rather than mark-
ing a position on a continuous scale (it is antici-
pated that this procedure will force more care or
attention to be given each individual judgment
and its recording)

the rating scale positions are more carcfully

anchored in the attributes that define each scale”

position

cxamples of the Indicators that can be relied
upon in arriving at a particular rating scale judg-
ment have been provided on the rating form

the rating forms have been revised so that they

invite casier recording of the indicators used in
amvmg at a particular 3udgmcnt

are intended to define thcm. have been edited and
ficld tested for their clarity and meaning.

- In combination these changes are designed to make
the rating process both more manageable and discrimi-
nating.

The forms as a whole have not as yet been ficld
tested, but initial reactions to them by college and
school supervisory staff have been most encouraging.
To illustrate the content and format of the new assess-
ment forms, sample page: from the asscssment battegy
for lesson teaching are appended as attachment C.
Complete copics of the forms can be obtained upon
writing the authors.

One further change has been made in the assessment
forms that is of major consequence. Tais is their organ®
ization by the source of indicators relied upon in
making judgments about the competencies being rated.
Accordingly, Planning and Preparation Functions, and
Achievemént Di slay Functions, arc judged in terms of
products of a te..her's behavior; Performance of As-
sessment Functions are judged on the basis of a teach-
er’s bchavior per se: and Performance of Instructional
Functions and the Enhancing of Interpersonal Rela-
tions arc judged both on the basis of teacher behavior
and pupil hehavior. These distinctions will be noted in
both the directions given to cvaluatofs and in the sam-
ple indicators. \

Data Management and Utilization .

As yet (July 1973) the specific data management
and utilization procedurés to be implemented during
the second year of the program have not been estab-
lished, though a set of quality assurance procedures

all competency statements, and the items that

-

>

have been agreed to and an extensive program of re-
scarch on the quality of the measures coming from the
assessment system is being prepared. Specific proce-
dures for the distribution and collection of forms, for
the utilization of the information contained on the
forms for instructional purposes, and for the utilization /
of that information for decision purposes relative tq/
movement from one demonstration context to the next,
are still to be defined. /
Taking steps to insure the quality of the meizl.?/res
obtained through the assessment system is particylarly
critical in the coming year because of expanded use.
Fifteen college supervisors, up to three hundred stu-
dents and school supervisors, and a dozen or so con-
tent specialists will be applying the system throughout
a half dozen school districts. Well-defined quality as-
surance procedures must be implemented if the data

coming from the various uscrs of the system are to be

at all trustworthy.

Two strategics make up the quahty assurance plan.
First, it calls for a careful inservice education program
to be provided on systcm usage. Second, it calls for
systematic checks on the quality of ratings being made.
These checks will be made midway through each term
that the program is offered, and at the end of each
term. Inservice programs will be designed on the basis
of the information obtained through these checks, and
data management procedures will be elaborated as
needed. The research that is planned on the quality of
the mecasures follows the same general lines as the re-
search pursued in the first year of the program; though
it will be extended in quality and Scope. One addition

'will be the systematic study of indicator usage. The

computer programs necded to carty out such research
have been developed and tested so the results of these

Studies will be able to be acted upon as the program

progresses.

The OCE Assessment System in Pei:sbe_ctive

To those who have managed .to work their way
through the paper it must be abundantly.clear that the
assessment system being developed “at OCE is a long
way from completion. Thg parts of the system that
have begn developed will obviously undergo further re-
finement and the more complex parts of the system are
vet to be developed. Problems of behavior and product
sampling within demonstration contexts, performance
standards f~~ = re demanding demonstration contexts,
and the development of measures of competence that

* are trustworthy are still to be confronted. As planned

/

;] -

-
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now, the completion of the total system in a form that - ‘The assessment effort at OCE needs to be viewed
~will permit its use with known confidence is targeted for within still another context,- however, and that is the
the close of the 1975-76 academic yuar. context of rescarch on education and teacher education.
Whilé much remains to be done on the system, and ~ One of the great handuaps of resegrch on the effec-
major problems are yet to be resolved, a good deal, of-* tiveness of teachers has been' the lack of strong meas-
progress has been made. The basic outline of the sys- © ures of effeetiveness. Without such measures, no matter
tem is complete: the basi¢ construets, dimensions, and how g :ad the design or elaboraty the analysis, signifi-
mcthodoloyu of the system have been defined and im- ) cant relationships are not likely to be found. A weak
plemented: ‘data management ‘md utilization strategies, dq)cndcnt or’criterion measure will defeat a strong re-
though primitive, have been established; quality assur- séarch design and analysis everytime.
ance mechanisms have been developed and tested; and . In the authors’ judgment the work ‘that has been ini-
the system in its broad outline has been found to be - tiated at OCE in the "dgea of .competency assessment
both acceptable and uscful to college faculties, school - rcprucnts a. "L«}JOT step toward the resolution of the
supervisors, and students. The system has also bheen criterion“ problem in fcacher cﬁectxveness rescarch. If
-found to be manaz,gablc in terms of cost, partuularly ~ " all goes according to plan, 3 years from now the work
when developmental costs are differentiated from sys: begun last year will be ¢ompleted, and for the first
tem opcratmns costs. While there. is obviously- much - time a measurement system may be available that will
that remaing. to be done, the rudiments of the system * meet the demands of research that can make a differ-
have at least been developed and tested. In the judg-, ence. When that time comes there can be a hopefulness
ment of the authors this in itself uprucnts a reasonable .about educational research that has been m@s\ng for a
,gain for the world of Lducanon . long whike,
- . ° 4
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Attachment A. Performaﬂpe Standards

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS
FOR LESSON TEACHING

The first and sunplest context within which teaching
competency is to be demonstrated in the ETE program
at OCE is lesson teaching. Competency at this level
of teaching must be demonstrated before a student is
free to engage in full-responsibility teaching. At least
three lessons must ‘be taught for purposes of formal
evaluation, and standards must be met for both their
prﬂyaratioh and their presentation.

" Standards for Lesson Planning

In preparing for lesson teaching a reasonably detailed
lesson plan must be prepared and rcviewed by both
college and school supervisors. The standards set, for

the preparation of plans are item specific standards, -

that is, both the college and school supervisor must indi-
cate, independently, that every itein to be attended to
in the plan has. been dealt with satisfactorily. This
standard must be met before: the lesson can be pre-
sented to children. If a plan does not meet this standard
upon its initial review, it must be revised until it does.

Standards for Lesson Presentation

The standards set for performance in the presentation
of lessons are pattern standards, that is, they apply to
the pattern of performance demonstrated in the presen-
tation of three or more lessons. Two standards are to
be applied to’ the performance record of a student on
the three or more lessons presented: -

. —gvidence of favorable performance on cach of the
teaching functions assessed in at least one of the
three lessons presented; .

—evidence of favorable performance on the prepon-
derance of teaching functions assessed in the threc
lessons presented. Preponderance is defined here
to mean at least 75 percent of the functions as-
sessed in the course of the three lessens-Rresented
will reflect evidence of favorable pr:f-%}wa\ncc.
and no more than 25 percent of the functions\as-

sessed will reflect evidence of unfavorable per-

formance.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

FOR SHORT-TERM (2-5 DAYS)
FULL-RESPRONSIBILITY TEACHING

When students, in the ETE program meet perform-
ance requirements in lesson teaching they are free to
enter the first fyll-responsibility teaching éxperience
that is providcd\in the program. This is what is
termed a short-term, full-responsibility teaching con-
text. This cxpericrlg:e requires a student in the pro-
gram to assume full responsibility for planning and
carrying out instructi\on in the schools for a minimum
of 2 days and a maximum of 5.

. Three kinds of staridards are applied to a student’s
performance in short-term, full-responsibility teaching.
Two of these corrcspo'\\d to the standards applied to
lesson teachings The third set of standards pertains to
the utilization and management of affect.

Standar:ds for Curricuipm Planning

As in the case of individual lesson teaching, a cur-
riculum plan for short-term, full-respensibility teaching
must be approved before teaching can be undertaken.
This requires that a reaspnably detailed curriculum
plan be prepared for a 2- to 5-day demonstration (as
used here a curriculum plan consists of a number of
individual lesson plans, and the relationships if any
between them), the curricilum plan be reviewed by

© both college and school supervisors by lesson plan, and

that both the college and school supervisors must in-
dicate, independently, that each of the items to be
attended to in the plan as‘a whole has been dealt
with satisfactorily. In keeping with the generally more
demending requirements ofi the short-term, full-re-
sponsibility demonstration all lessons to be presented
within the 2- to S-day teaching period must meet ac-
ceptable standards before tcacping can begin.

" Standards for Curriculum Presentation

Standards for curriculum presentation in short-term,
full-responsibility teaching are more demanding, and
cover more aspects of teaching, than do the standards .
for individual lesson presentation. The first standard
assumes the same form as one of the standards set for
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the presentation of individual lessons. This is the pat-
tern standard that requires evidence of favorable per-
formance on the preponderance of teaching functions
assessed in the sum of the lessons presented in. the
2 to § days of full-responsibility teaching. The sccond
standard for lesson presentation is also a pattern stand-
ard, and requires that over the course of the lessons
presented in the period of full-responsibility teaching:

—variety in learning activitics will be provided:

—varicty in cognitive functions and levels in pupils
will be exercised;

—variety in affective cxprcmons will be employed
in teaching: and -

)
pomtm feclings in pupils, such as excitement and
nterest, will be utilized in their learning.

Standards for Affect Management

The standards set for the management of affect in
short-term, full-responsibility tcaching take as their
focus four dimensions of affective expression:

—teacher responses to instances of pupil affect;
—the monagement of pupil responscs to instances of
pupil affect;

—the anticipation of pupil upscts and disruptions,
and their redirection; and

—the management of pupil upsets and disruptions -

when such oecur.

Performance standards in relation to these dimen-
sions of affective expression require that during the
course of the full-responsibility teaching experience a
student need only to perform effectively three of the
four dimensions specified (any three will do). and
that he or she needs to perform to this level on only
one of the 2 or more days that he engages in full-time
teaching. Such a. staiidard reflects: the view that the
management of affect In a classroom is a complex
matter, and that in an initial full-responsnbxhty teaching

‘situation, performance standards set for it should not

be particularly demanding,

N
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Attachment B
-DEM()NSTRATION CONTEXT: 1. ESSON PREPARATION AND PRESENTATION
LESSON PLAN
(Attach to your Lesson Blan and Lesson Plan Evaluation Form)
_ Student’s Name ' " Lesson Number -
RECCRD OF NEGOTIATION
APPROVAL TO NEGOTIATE THE LESSON APPROVAL TO PREPARE A FORMAL PLAN .
WITH A SCHOOL SUPERVISOR FOR THE LESSON '
. t‘dll‘ége Supervisor -, Date - . School Sul;erwsor ) " Date
' P *
CONTEXT DESCRIPTION
STUDENTS TO BE TAUGHT ' CONTENT TO BE TAUGHT
School.__.. e .. . Area_. _ .. L e e e
Grade . .. ... . A : Expected Learning Qutcomes. . ... cooo .. ..
Number.__.. . . ._ . . . .. —— e e+t e e —
Special Characteristic:: . ._.. .. .. e ' e e e e e
DATE(S) OF LESSON PRESENTATION TIME(S) OF LESSON PRESENTATION
* k] * ,
o
. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF LESSON PLAN
(Obtain only after all elements of your plan have heen evaluated)
I judge the plan as & wholetobeof - - = — ACCEPTABLE . OUTSTANDING
. (circlé one) QUALITY . QUALITY

|.___ - —— -_.._.._._...!.__.-..._. R _...._..-__._.__l

School Supervisor

| - e e e e e |

- College Supervisor

Content Specialist

* * *

Field Test Format 2
Experimental Elementary Teacher Education Program
Oregon College of Education
December 1972



80

LESSCN PLAN EVALUATION FORM

éludenf;ﬁ Name

.

cson Number

Have the evaluators that check your plan initial each of the items listed that meets with their approval. If the treat-
ment of an item is thought to be outstanding, have the evaluator draw a circle around his or her initials, Be sure to attach

this sheet to your lesson plan.

ELEMENTS OF THE PLAN

OBJECTIVES

Are th§i l)earning outcomes expected from the lesson clearly
stated” °

Are they appropriate and worthwhile outcomes, givefi the
characteristics of the pupils to be taught?

Are the indicators that are to be used as evidence of suc-
cessful outcome achievement identified? :

Are the procedures to be used in obtaining evidence of out-
come achievement identified?

ADAPTING OBJECTIVES TO LEARNER

CHARACTERISTICS

Are there provisions for modifying the objectives of the
lesson to meet individual pupil characteristics?

SELECTING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS ANL
PROCEDURES -

Aré the instructional materials to be used in the lesson
clearly identified?.

Are they appropriate to the learners to be taught and the
learning outcomes to be achieved? .

Are the organizational and instructional procedures to be
used in the lesson clearly identified? :

Are they appropriate to the learners to be taught and the
learning outcomes to be achieved?

EVALUATION

Are there provisions for determining where pupils stand
with respect to the desired lelrning outcomes of the
lesson before it is presented? .

Are there provisions for zedback to pupils about their per-
formance during the ti.1¢ the lesson is being presented?

« Are there provisions for determining where pupils stand
with respect to the desired learning outcomes of the lesson
after it has been presented?

PLANNING NEXT STEPS

Is there some indication in the plan of what would be done
‘next with the pupils if the learning outcomes expected
from the lesson materialize? : :
Is there some indication in the plan of what would be done
. next with the pupils if the learning outcomes expected
from the lesson did not materialize?

MATCHING INSTRUCTOR. LESSON AND CONTEXT

Does the lesson as planned appear to i, feasible and ap-
propriate to the school setting in which it is to be pre-

sented? n
Does the lesson as planned appear toibe feasible and ap-
propriate to the student who is to present it? iy

i

EVALUATORS OF THE PLAN

C ermm— - s — ————— s S

School

Supervisor

Ficld Test Format 2
Experimental Elementary Teacher Education Program

of Educatio

Oregon College
Dwem%er 1972 \

-

College
Superyisor

‘Content
Specialist

1
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DEMONSTRATION CONTEXT: LESSON PREPARATION AND PRESENTATION

SUMMARY EVALUATION OF LESSON PRESENTATION

Student's Name.

~ We judge each of the lesson
elements that follow to be of -

(circle one)

OBJECTIVES

LEARNER CHARACTERISTICS T [——

 Lesson Number

~--=s UNACCEPTABLE =~ ACCEPTABLE

QUALITY QUALITY

-ADAPTING THE LESSON TO

Date

OUTSTANDING
QUALITY

QUALITY OF PRESENTATION I i

Classroom Management

(Transition, Termination, and

Student Attention)

Instruction
(Materials, Procedures, and
Organization)

EVALUATION

Preassessment
Feedback during the lesson
Feedback after the lesson

Achievement of desired learning .

outcomes

PLANNING NEXT STEPS

THE FIT BETWEEN INSTRUCTOR, : v

LESSON, AND CONTEXT

o School ;S:z-:;)ér;visor

Content Specialist

Student Presenter

. * *

Field Test Format 2
Experimental Elementary Teacher Education Program:
Oregon College of Education
December 1972

) .S tud;m lie-c‘brdér

C;liegé .S;uperv::s;r;_ .
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and training system?  Personally,
through all the necessary complicated steps, although -
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- Estimating Costs of a _Competency-Orientation

ha S

How do we build a compet mey-oriented certitication
I could never gy,

there are people here who could. I'm much more inter-
ested in trying to find eut what ‘teaching skitls will pay
off: whether they have to be idiosyneratic: whether any-

body-can cven train us all in the same ones. It's con-
ceivable that we all may not be' capable wf the same -

ones; maybg in the fong rin we will have to do our
own thing as teacher competence, in the end, may turn
out to be personaL ~0r it may be external and train-
able. Also, teachifig i« elusive. You can measure 2,000
ruasmmblc-wundmg competencies and not have caught
the essence of teaching. So far the rescarch hasn't vali-
datod many wmpctcncws but I'm not prepared to give
itup. °

% .
To determine competence, we glso have to face

some rough” questions. For example, we're not even

sure that as teachers we should be playing the roles we
do. | keep critizing th: role of the sclf-contained class-
room teacher mostly because it nearly killed, me. I had
to go into college teaching to keep alive, but I simply
couldn’t teach six things to 36 kids who were that dif-
ferent from cach other. I didn't have the capacity for
the job, and I had to become a professor in oruce, to
survive, I'm not sure that I want to spend any time
finding compctencies for the present roles teachers
play. We might do much better to design better schools
and find out what competence we need to make them
work.

I know nothing about costs, OK? | couldn’t cost-ac-
count a major program, but last summer, some of the
New York State Education Department people asked
me to help them estimate how much a competency
program would cost to develop. 1 agreed to do it, and
I wrote tnem the following paper. .

Largely because of the massive rescarch and deval-
opment cffort entailed if competency-based training
and certification are to be achieved, it has been sug-
gosted that development and implementation be cen-

By
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tralized. An alternative to accommaondate local needs
and bring about a broad basc oi pariicipation in devel-
opment is that the competency-orientation should be
required and’ relatively small local consortia (probably
made up in gdch case of a few school districts and col-
leges) shofld determine competency criteria, develop

- progfams, and implement the programs and the certifi-

cation procedures. The latter option is attractive be-
cause it promises to involve so many people and to in-
sure relevance to local school needs.

The centrally mandated system is inacceptable on
both political and substantive grounds: politically be-

cause it would give considerable power to a feéw pu'- '

sons (competency-oriented, cerjification dnd training. is
much mote likely to affect whe will actually be perinit-
ted ‘4o teach than course-based certification and train-
ing, however centralized), and substantively because
not ¢nough is yet known about the identification of

-teaching competencies to permit anyone to” develop a

widelv mandated set of competencies for any particular
categ ry of teachers with any great confidence. that
those competencies will stand up,

Centering development a.ound many local centers is
acceptable as a progess, but is not withowt: serious
problems. The more local centers there are, the ‘more
diflicult it will be to organize teams of sufficient exper-
tise to develop really strong training and certification
systems. Major universities,"working with strong school
districts, have had trouble doing this. Yet, strong de-
velopment teams are necessary. High quality in a com-

putency-orientation s essentia! because both certifica-

uedi and training procedures will be more powerful and
mistahes  (such as cmphasizing trivial competencies)
will be magnificd. :

Many districts and smatler colleges are unaccus-
tomed to frecing personnel for development, but a sus-
tained effort by a large team is essential if the task of
identifying competencies, organizing training and - -
sessment, and implementing cortificition procedu es. js
to be done effectively.

4
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Without coordination and quali.v control, broad par-
ticipation in the program development could be an
endless and ineffective process.

14
Purpose . -

In this paper an attempt is made to identify the
tasks of creating a competency-based cacher training
and certification system and to estima the costs of
completing the tasks adequately. In addi ion. a base is
provided for cstimating the cffect on cots of scveral
possible options for organizing the proces: of develop-
ment and implcmcntaﬁgg. This can be uscd as a base
for cstimating cost when several possible Hptions for
organizing the process include broad local input into
the system. To estimate basic technical cost., an esti-
mate is made of the cost of dovelopment by a compact,’
independent team of experts who would sip!, accoms-

plish the techaical tasks of producing a prototype -

training-certification system. This option (referred to
as process option A) is not a realistic choice, but
yiclds a fairly reliable cost estimate from the technical
point of view, which permits an estimate of the cost if
several possible organizational processes  were em-
ployed; c¢.g.. strictly local developmént (process B),
local development with central technical “assistance and
development services (process C). and a general state
system with provision for local options (process D).

-~

Source of Cost Estimates

How do we atrive at the costs of the tasks and sub-
sequently, the costs of the process options? There are
three sources of our estimates. One is the experience of
the Burcau of Research Teacher Education Projegt, cs-
poetally the costing procedures included in their feasi-
hility studics. The second is the cost of developed per-
formance-based materials such as those in “Materials
for Modules™ (appendix B). These two sources can
help us determine the -base costs represented in process
option A (the least desirable process option in_terms
of creating a statewide training-certification systemi).
The third source is the least reliable and represents es-
timates of the probable increase in the hase cost due to

the greater complexity and duplication of cffort of the

other process options.

Technical Tasks and Process Options
Certification and training arc interrelated parts of

the same system which serves as the basis for preser-

vice teacher education, inservice teacher education, and

the certifying and diagnostic procedures related to both
of them.

The purpose of the developmentof competency-ori-
ented systems is to unite preservice education, initial
certification, inservice education, and continuing or ex-
terided certification around a system of teaching com-
petencics which form the goals of preservice ¢ducation,
the standards for initial and extended licenses, and the
basis for diagnosis of performance of inservice teachers
and prescription of inservice training. 1t is probably
not possible or desirable to separate licensing or.train-
ing at the preservice or inservice levels under the com-
petency orientation. '

The eptire system for competency-oriented certifica-
tion and training depends on the creation of four
interrelated storage and retrieval systems plus the orga-

nizational and communications networks necessary to -

create and implement them. The creation of these sys-
tems and networks constitutes the technical side of the
development process. The creation and management of
the organization necessary to create the systems consti-
tute the process side. Both technical and process sides
present options which affect costs greatly.

The Technical Side

The technical side of competency-based certification
and training involves the creation and validation of
four systems, These are as follows:

A storage and retrieval system _of the specifications of
teacher competency. :

Since teaching is complex the number of competen-
cies which are likely to be specified is large inceed.
‘The Burcau of Research Models averaged between

2,000 and 3.000 competency specifications and these -

represented  efforts by single urified institutions or
small consortia rather than statewide consortia of di-
verse institutions and representation. It seems reason-

_ able to suppose thgt the number of competencies will

increase as the political base for cstablishing them is
broadened. Hence, when teacher associations, repre-
sentatives of school administrations, the public and stu-
dents all contribute, as well as expert teams from uni-
versities  and  state dcparimcms of education, the
number of potential competencies of a teacher will be
large and the process of identifying the most important
competencies may be complex.

A storage and retrieval system of mediated instruc-

tional systems and _agent-mediated components de-
signed to produce the competencies. :

PLd



This " storage and retricval system  represents  the
means of teacher cducation. - The number of items
stored as instructional systems will be cqual to or
somewhat greater than the number of competeiicies
- which are specified. Also, the extensiveness of cach in-
structional system is much greater than the specitica-
tion of any competency. Thus, the production of soft-
ware to fill this system *will be an cxtefisive task. Put
more simply, it will be diflicult to specify critical com-
petencies, but developing, the program clements to
achicve them will b&even more complex..

A system of assessment devices designed to determine
" the effects of the .awmructional systems, and agency-
mediated components and to measure the competengies

specified in system A.
‘O‘
Without an assessment system  competency-based

certification would be impossible as would be the as-
scssment of the effectivencss of ‘program elements.

Properly organized, .the assessment system provides a

diagnostic profile of the teacher candidate and provides
also the means for tracking his progress to determine
when certification should be granted. In the ¢ - of in-
service teachers, it provides the means for diagnosing
the state of their competency and relating them to the
instructional systems to be us‘cd in inservice education,

A management system for mlel rclalmg subsysiems 1,
2, and 3 above

The magnitude of the three other systems requires
the usce of a contemporary management system for di-
agnosis, prescription, tracking and progress, and pro-
viding feedback to teacher candidates, teachers; and
program and licensing managers. Without a complex
automated management  system  individualization or
personalization would be impossible in a program and
so would be implementation, for the complexity of
specifications and training devices is <o great as to de-
feat any presently available option for program control.
Without a modern information system chaos would
surely ensue, at the point of implementation. It is possi-
ble to imagine a statewide management-system which
individual tcacher training institutes would dsc to guide
them In the identification of competencies, and they

might usc a central system to withdraw instructional .

systems and asscssment devices for thcnr particular
training program.

The rescarch and dévelopment effort needed to pro-
duce the four interrclated systems is enormous. They
represent the cost of the substance of competency-
based teacher cducation and licensing.
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The Process Side ‘

If it is desired to have participation by all relevant
groups in the creation of the competency-based teagher
education and certification system then suitable com-
munications networks and organizations have to be set
up to permit teachers, students, teacher organizations,
represeatatives of the public, subject matter cxperts,
experts on teaching, and representatives of statc de-
partments and colleges to participate in competency
identification, the sclection of instructional systems,
and the creation of the assessment systems. The proc-
ess of creation can reasonably be divided into threc
levels: specification of the systems, development, and
implementation. It is possible to imagine a state or na-
tionwide nctwork providing participation by all rele-
vant groups in the specification level of the ereation of
the basic system. Development will probaw have to
be organized at a few major centers, funded to bring
together talent to create the operating systems. It is

. possible to imaginc a network stretching across the state
so that many local units might contribute something -

to the development. However, development js an ex-
ceedingly complex task, especially if the products are
to be tested as they are developed. Thus, a few major
centers probably will do most of the actual production
of the instructional systems and testing devices. How-
cver, broad-based groups ‘can evaluate the products,
and a represcntative group can monitor the entire
operation,

Minimum, General, Statewide Competencies
and Extended Local Competencies

It is possible to usc some of the critical competency
specifications  for minimum stafewide certification—
these could represent minimum standards for preser-
vice and inservice training. A much larger number of
specifications might be prepared representing local
needs. These would be used by individual teacher
training centers for iraining purposes and for determin-
ing local certification in addition to state certification.
Imagine, for example, a network of ficld centers repre-
senting the local school distrigts, higher education insti-
tutions, community representatives, teacher associa-
tions, cte. Suppose that there are about 20 of thess in
various parts of the state. They produce competency
specifications and agree on those which will be used
for minimum specifications for any given type of
teacher  (clementary, secondary, special cducation,
ete.). Each of the local centers, however, would pro-
duce specitications which were deemed important by
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the people in that center but which were not selected
by statewide repgesentatives as essential for statewide
certification. ‘These additional specifications nonctheless
could be stored in the specifications storage system and
instructional systems could  be  dusigned to achieve
themt and assessment systems to assess them. Thus a
complete statewide system, if it is to take care of local
needs. would have to be much farger than the system
which would.produce only state requirements. Clearly
the greater the participation of interested parties and
the more numerous -the local centers, the more costly
the creation of the system. From the point of view of
organization and communication and also from the
point of view of the size of resulting system participa-
tion and with provision for local options costs will in-
crease. )

This cost would~be nothing like the cost of asking
cach local unit or center including several tocal units to
create their own competency-based teacher education
and certification system. The cost of building any
strong, competency-based program with local options
will be $10 to $12 million (and that is probably the
minimum which should be anticipated). It would cost
$5 to ‘$7 million for cach local unit to create its own.
systent Thus if there were 10 systems in the state each
developed by local units, the cost_would be in the
neighborhood of $60 to $70 million. It wpuld seem far
more reasonable in cost to create a statewide system
that had provisions for special lochl nceds and inter-
osts.

Technical Tasks and Process Options

The four tasks involved in the creation of a compe-
tency-based program, plus the development of a certifi-

cation system, represent the five tasks required to
activate a statewide competeney-oriented tramning and
certification system. The cost of cach of these will vary
cpppiderably depending on the process options which
are selected. In table 1, four process options are de-
picted over the five tasks. . .

Process A (developing one complete prototype sys-
tem) is the feast costly option in terms of dollars, but
has the disadvantage that its statewide aceeptance
would not be high, in all likelihood.

Process B (development of complete system by scv-
eral local centers) would be very costly. The cost of
cach complete system would be higher than that of a
system developed by an “expert” team. (1 estimate that
the cost would be 50 percent higher) and that would
be multiplicd by the-number of local centers.

Process C (local development supported by a few
development centers) would be somewhat less |, costly
than B because the development centers could reduce,

o duplication of cffort.

Process B (development of a statewide system with
local vptions) would be much higher than A but much
lower than B or C and would result in an acceptable
statewide process and plan. it appears to be the best
cost option.

"Process A is least costly because most compact. It is
useful., however, for cost estimates because it can yield
¢ basc cost which can be multiplied by factors repre-
senting the increased complexity and duplication of ¢f-

. fort required in the other options.

Process B results in scveral comparable systems. It
gives local needs the fullest play, but the use of nonex-
pert tecams vscalates the cost of cach system so that
cach local system would be very expensive and the cost”

Table 1. Cost Factors of Te‘chniqgl Tasks by Process Options

C. Local Consortia » D. Statewide

A. Prototype B. Local Consortiu Plus Development System With

System by Expert Team as Focus Assistance Local Options
{. Competency System ! 1.5 1.25 2

' (no. of consortia) (no. of consortia)

2. Instructional System 1 1.5 1.25 » 2
3. Assessment System . 1 1.5 1.25 2
4. Management System 1 . 1.5 1.25 2
5. Certification System ! s 1.25 2

By
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within the state would be the cost of cach system times
the number of local systems.,

Process ¢ would be a bit less than B dm to some
centralization of efforg.

Process D, providing for wide local participation but
central coordination to reduce duplication of effort,
might only require about twice the investment of proc-
uss A,

The Base Cost of the Technical Tasks

The Buicau of Rescarch Models, especially the Tea-
sibility studics. provided cost estimates of many of the
basic technical tasks. These are supplemented by the
actual vosts of developing performance-based training
materials. The Florida State University and University
of Wisconsin estimates provide data especially relevant
to the types of activitics which New “Zork appears to
require,

General Costs

The Florida State team attempted to identify the
various costs of startig and implementing a competen-
cy-based teacher edueation program - that would pro-
vide comprchensive clinical training. That is, they were
dealing with the professional components rather than
the liberal urts components and the others that might
contributé to the c¢ducation of a tcacher. They planncd
about 300 program units. They estimated about $214
million to develop the units, about $75,000 to develop
and test the entry diagnostic system, about $400,000
to develop and equip the computer management sys-
tem, and about $200.000 to carry on a faculty training
program, making a grand total of a little less than $3
miition. .

My personal view is that this cstimate is conscrva-
“tive. For cxample, the faculty training program is not
. costed very cffectively by years. It is worthwhile not-
ing, however, that they probably assume that many of
the faculty would be persons who are volved in the
develgpment and who would, in the course of develop-
ing the materials, 'train themsclves to carry on -the
kinds of activitics they would need to engage in as fac-
ulty members. It is worth noting, shat they did not ex-
pect to implement a program in 1 year or 2 but rather
expected to take S years for the development and im-
plementation prbcess.

I think this is a very fair estimate of time. Develop-
ing, testing. and integrating really significant, compe-
tency-bdsed  instructional  systems  will  be a
time-consuming and very expensive task. Furthermore,

BEST COPY- AVAILABLE .

Bruce Joyce

if onc were to go to a competency-based licensing, one
would not want to do so0 until he had determined the
geweral effects of a competency-based teacher educa-
tion program. In addition to the time for “start up”
that was estimated by Florida, it might take 4 or §
years before enough people had been through the pro-
gram obscrved as teachers to lay a data base for revis-
ing the certification procedure. Thus, to move from the
present teacher education program structure to a com-
petency-base could be somewhere between 5 and 10
years, probably in the upper end of that range. Process
Options would not affcct time much, because develop-
ment of materials is the chief consumer of time and
the process options would affect only the other tasks.

The above costs did not include competency identifi-

cation, which averaged a bit over $100,000 for cach of
the Bureau of Research studies. Since the Bureau of
Rescarch tcams generally feel that the specification
would have to be reworked before development could
begin, probably another $100,000 would have to be in-
vested in this task.

The Cost of Data Processing and
Management System

It is not possible to imagine competency-based cdu-
tation on a large scale unless it is supported by a com-
puterized management system. The eventual programs
may be somewhat less complicated than those envi-
iioncd in the Burcau of Research models, but units in

-
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a competency-based program will amount to a very
farge number. (Probably more than 2,000, still under
the average number in the Burcau of Rescarch pro-
grams.) In relating 500 to 1,000 teacher candidates to
a program containing that many clements requires in-
formation access, the coordination of support mate-
rjals, and the coordination of faculty of very great
complexity. _

The cost of creating such a management system will
be corisiderable. The University of Wisconsin did &
very thorough job of identifying the clements of a
management system and the costs-eb maintaining a
staff sufficient to operate the system. They thought out
a system which would have the capacity of handling
over 700 students in an on-campus setting. They esti-
mated an annual cost of agound $712,000 to maintain
the system (about $1,000 per student.) The rental of
hardware for the system would be in the neighborhood
of $350.000, and the cost of the data processing staff
about the same. However, such a management support
system would have the capability of serving a great
many more students at relatively low additional cost. If
a state the size of New York decides to move intu
competency-based education, it would scem wise to de-
velop one or two prototype management  systems. If
carefully dgsigned they could ‘accommodate the pro-
gram uhits for a number of programs of different
types. This effort would reduce substantially the cost of
developing and maintaining management systems and
institutions throughout the state. However, it is very
hagd to imagine that even the greatest amount of shar-
ing among the centers for teacher education would re-
duce the cost of maintaining a management system to
much under $500 per student. The system, however,
would permit an individualization of instruction, pro-
gram planning, and assessment far beyond the capacity
of any present teacher cducatiof program. Also the

system cnvisioned by Wisconsin is a multimedia system |

using comyputer system instruction, instruction through
motion picture, television tapes, audio tapes, and pro-
_gramed units providing a varicty of instructional modes
which very few instructional scttings presently offer.
Thus the utility of the management system is general
—it handlcs a large number of program clements for a
large number of students and increases the type as well
as number of instructional options.

On the Requirement of an Automated System

It is worth noting that none of the Bureau of Re-
search models was conccived without the assumption

- that it would be possible to operate a competency-

based program without an automated management sys-
tem. ‘To relate SO0 students to 2,000 instructional units
in sucn @ way that students have instructional options,
are assessed and made aware of results, and relate to
program options in terms of developed competence, & '
management system is simply fiecessary.

The expectation should be that part of the deveop-
ment of the competency-based s’ystem involves the cre-
ation of management systems. No program plan should
be accepted that does not include the provision for the
development as such an automated system.

Base Cost Estimates ,
Under process option A, the costs of the tasks
would scem to break down as follows: '

Ifkveloping the Competency System $200,000

Developing Instructional Materials ~ minimuth’ $2,500,000

(including Assessment Devices)

Developing Diagnostic System $75,000
Developing Management System $400,000
Annual Cost of "Maintaining Management $750,000

System (to serve one program) '

These can be multiplied by the factors in table 1 to
develop very rough estimates of costs for the other
process options,

The expericnce of developers in recent years adds

.some specificity to the cost estimates and suggests cau-

H s
tions. 9

Development of Spetifications

The gost to the United States Office of Education of
having nine models developed by relatively expert
teams in a very short period of time (about 8 months
— probably not a sufficient period of time to do the
job right) was over $3%: million. Relatively inexpert
tcams working over a longer period of time will proba-
bly be much more costly. The cost could be reduced
by havir™ statewide organization in which state und -
local teams take responsibility for certain arcas and the
whole effort is coordinated. Local participation, espe-
cially to lay down initial preferences and to monitor
the results, could be encouraged.

The Development of the Training System

Thus, the training system area is where the real cost
actually begins. The Burcau of Rescarch project csti-
mated between $5 and $7 million to develop their sys-
tem, using a single tcam within a consortium or within
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a single institution of higher cducation linked te local
school districts. The broader the base of participation
and the more compiex the model of teacher cducation,
the higher will be the cost.

The cost of the mini-courses developed at the Far
West Laboratory is illustrative. ‘The Far West Labora-
tory. uses an extremely  efficient development  team

which creates and tests its product using standard re--

scarch and development - procedures. The teams are

well trained and stay together for long periods of time. .

They do not have responsibility for g wide diversity of
products but concentrate on the particular type of in-
structional system known as the mini-course. The cost
of development of cach single mini-course providing
about 30, hours of instruction to a teacher on one
teaching skill is over $100,000. At Teachers College.

Columbia University, a series of six instructional sys-
tems designed to teach three teaching skills and three

strategies was developed at a cost of a little over
$100.000, or about $16,000 per instructional system.

It is probable that a comprehensive teacher training
program at the preservice level will contain at least
200 instructional systems (as in Florida's estimates). If
that js the casc.and the development cost of $15 or
$16 thousand found by the Columbia team turns out
to be an accurate one, the estimates from the Burcau
of Rescarch teastbility stes are oot on targea.

This will be the cost of developing one model of
teacher education by one wn!mlly organized team, As
indicated carlicr, the g.rc.atcr that development is de-
centralized (process optmm B. C, D) the greater will
be the cost unless the teams specialize and do not at-
tempt to build the entire range of possible mstruc.tmnal
systems.

What might be done would be to ‘develop a master

.plan of development and subcontragt picces of the de-

velopment (process D3. However, it has to be remem-
bered that there are very few places presently in the
state where much developmental productivity could be
expected for some time to come and it would take cen-
ters a while to tool.up. Therefore, it scems wise to

" make the assumption that a few places in the state

would have to be funded for major development ef-
forts. '

Fdrther Notes on the éssessment System

The picture is somewhat different with respect to the
assessment subsystem. The developers of the instruc-
tional systems could create many of the assessment
measures for specific competencics as a part of their
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developmental cffort. This would probably. be the most
eflicient way of developing the specific measures and
was the procedure proposed by the Burcau of Re-
scarch tcam. However, in addition to the measures of
speeific competeney, as they would relate to the in-
structional systems, onc-needs measures of the general
competeney of the teacher or situations in which he

- can bring together a group of competencies and perform

in a more cffective way. It .was recommended in sev-
cral of the Burcau of Rescarch proposals that teaching
laboratories be used for this; that situations be set up
in which a teacher could be brought together with a
small group ¢f students, He would teach for an hour
or two, while his ability to sct objectives and teach,
art the gains in pupil knowledge were assessed at the
saine time, Some kind of assessment system like this
would probably be desirable. It is unlikely that rating
blanks or rating systems of observing and rating
teacher class behavior in the teacher's own classroom
will prove to be feasible. For more than 50 years per-
sons have been trying to develop such measures, with
notable lack of success

Saving Money by Sharing Materials

The technical nature of the competency-oriented sys-
tem makes it nml\m"v denendont an the oeantine F
competency-based software. Specifying the competency
necessary for any particular teacher role, building ap-
propriate instructional systems, creating reliable assess-
ment systems, and implementing a program all require
extensive rescarch and dcvclopmcnt cfforts and major
changes in procedures. Statements of competency, in-
structional systems, and assessment devices are all ei-
ther wholly (as in competency specifications) or partly
expressed on paper, film, television tape, ete. Without
a very large development effort, there will be no imple-
mentation of CBTE.

Under some’ circumstances, a solution to the nced
for development might be to fund one or two agencies
to create complete systems and disseminate them.

In this case, however, the actual implementation
must be closcly allied to local needs and focal person-
nel must participate substantially in the whole process
of determining directiod for change, dcﬁmng tcacher
roles, -and sclecting and implementing training systems.,

To support local cfforts without either controlling
them or engaging in a ruinously costly duplication of
development costs in every local agency, a large na-
tional storchouse of competency-based products should
be developed. From this storchouse, local agencies can

PN
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draw much of what they will nced to build their
competency-based traihing  system, while developing
the remainder locally. Fortunately. agencies across the
Nation have been pr/«,i'ducing materials which can get
the storchouse off to a good start.

The area of redding instruction provides a good
example. There presently exist a nuniber of approaches
to reading ‘and a number of systems for acquainiing
teachers with them aad training competdfiies relevant
to those approaches. A local agéncy cin draw from
these in order to build the reading component of a
program to train prescrvice or inservice teachers.

« This situation is duplicated in several other areas.

1“9 developers represent a range of agencies, many
of swhich are wholly or partially supported by Federal
funds:

. Rescarch and development centers and  re-
gional laboratories are available.

2. Curriculum projects in many arcas, including

ubject arcas, approaches to the cducation of

young children, special education, correction, ca-

reer opportunitics, ete., are in eXistence,

N.C.1LE.S. projects, including the Teachér Cen-

w

ters, Texas Education Agency, Protocols proj-

ccis. Florida State, are funded.

4. Teacher Corps programs have included
development officers for the last 2 years and
UICID (o otiniva wastiatint prOjeCt.\ have Cuteceiu
uted products and processes.

5. Colleges and <onsortia which are in the process
of reaching for the competency orientation have
produced many materials.

‘The result is a beginning to a national storchouse—
provided that the products are brought together, made
“yisible. and demonstrated in preservice programs and
inscrvice teacher centers. More products are needed, to
be sure. and many need transformation and testing, but
a considerable start has been made and should not be
lost. Many agencies are presently operating from
scratch unaware of the considerable array from which
they could draw.,

What is nceessary to make the storchouse uscful?
First. potential users need to know what exists in the
storchouse and the potential use of cach product.
(Presently the Florida Catalog of Competencies. the
Florida Catalog of Competency-Based Materials, and
“Materials for Modules,” prepared at Teachers College
for the Teacher Corps. list many materials. )

Second. users need to know how materials actually
work—what an instructtonal system or asscssment de-
vice can he expected to achieve and what it takes to
usc it.

Fhird, some nviterials need further development to
make them adaptable to many local situations—their
transportability needs to be improved.

Fourth. uscrs need to cxperience competency-based
programs, and Teacher Centers can operate with prod-

-ucts largely drawn from the storehouse. This is ex-

tremely insportant. The storchouse has now rcached
the point where energetic designers can, by using the
products o others and developing some  products
theniselves, actually operate programs and Teacher
Centers which would be at feast three-fourths compe-
tency-basced.

‘The surprising fact is that there is_prescnfly aviil-

able much more software, especially, in terms of in-
structional systems, than eould possibly be used in a
2cyear, full-time, teagher preparation program. Not all

~of the material is of high quality—and development

has been missing in some important arcas—but careful
selection from the storchouse, combined with local de-

velopment, will enable program implementation fairly’

soon, provided that the available materials are dissemi;
nated and demonstrated and if program ‘models and
Teacher Centers using the storchouse are also estab-
lished as demonstration centers, . )

Y

'The Nature of the Storehouse

Most of the products are in the form either of mn-

_ structjonal systems or smaller units, generally called

modules. Generally they consist of a competency speci-
fication, a sct of activities and supporting mediated ma-
terial. and an assessment device. Materials are avail-
able in at lcast the following areas. (Sce following page.)
Imagine, for example. a program tu prepare teachers
of the*soeial studies.
it might include competency  And adupt the following mate-
in: rials:
- Parsons’ Catided Self-Analy-
sis or Mini-course on .
. Flanders System

(1) the study of traching

{2) hasic educational (Grinder program )
psychology :
{31 basic instructional Vincet (Popham)

design

LLU. {Far West Labora-
tory) Teachers College Units

{4) curriculum alternatives
in social studies

¢5) basic teaching skitls Mini-courses

Presentational skills (Gen-

eral Learning Corporation)

Teachers College Units

(6) basic teaching strategies

Teachers College Upits '

o
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Using- the already-developed materials (including, L Teachers Option. When the teacher sclects com-
competeney specifications, instructional materials, and petencics according to his interest ot self-diagno-
assessment deviees), one could casily organize a fac- SIS, N :
. " v ." - ‘,
ulty to implement a competency-based program lo pre- 2. External Diagnosis-Option. When the teacher’s

-pecrs or supegvisors determin,, .lat he has a
nced by analyzing his teaching.
3. Curficultm ‘Thrust Option. When a team,
. school, or agency inaugurates a new program re-
quiring new competegcies. a-

pare teachers of the social studies. ‘Most teacher educa- .
tion agencies would probably prefer to cregie some of
their own materials, but to-devefop all they would need
would probably requirc an investment of $400 or $500
thousand, whereas if they draw from the national
storchouse the cost betomes feasible.

-

To create such a center one needs to offer teachers a .

s , great many options, which can be selectiorf on any of .
A TeacheLCenter o . the three service bascs described above. For example,
. Y “ . . . . ’
To build 4 Teacher Centér would involve much the instructional systems could be’classified on a basis
same process. A Tueeher Center should offer teachers - somewhat like the Array of Products and made avail-
three types of service: , . able with a microtcaching laboratory. Thus:
' . e ) ’
! iil
. S - _ JSk os
" ’ T e
. / o Strateg:gs
o ' / R ] .
/—;‘/ E | Curriculum
Teacher —'M
' ' o Psychology
. \\ 18] i :
_ . S ol Btc.
: E 3 . ’
L3 r " L]

Teacher Centers could be designed around the roles  fsuited & the various roles. For example:

of the teacher. A good many of the existing products are ; ‘
‘ 1 ) i . .
i " General Compelencies Role. Related Instruction
: Study of Teaching Skill Builder '
/ ' E (IP1 Training System)
' : i (SRA System in Reading) .
. —— Instructional Design Productive Thinker
\ Lo (Synectics Material)
3 .
: Basic Teaching Skills Community Leader
* (Teachers College Units)
1 »
) Counselor
(Micro-counseling Skills)
s 4
; ) : . ' *  Academician
' R : . , (McCrel Units, University of
N ’ o ) . Texas Units, Teachers College Units)

.

N .
o .
; .
-
. .
.




More than ernough matesial presently exists in the

storchouse to permit the creation of Teacher Centers

such as this. Coupled withr the types of workshop cen-
ters.used in the English Teacher Centers, they -provide
a great many possibilities for teiacher self-training,

*

Cost and Quality

Even if a local prog.rami built all its own staff, -

I think CBTE is dirt cheap even at thc' level of cost |
have' estimated. 1 think it is extremely inexpensive,
What is really expensive is what we are doing now. We
pour hundréds of millions of dollars. into ineffective
teacher. education programs cvery year, That's almost
purc waste.” The incfficiency and waste of the present
system’is just terrible,  © "

A great deal of the cost of dwdopmu\t w1!l be in-
kind costs. View a teacher edueation program as a de-
veloping nation. You have to develop capital somehow

" and theré are a couple forms of capital: one is ideas;
the other, software. You Mvest faculty time in order to

©

‘L Models for Elementary Teacher Fduoation |

The Florida State University ¥, A Motlel for the Prepara- .
¢ tion oi Elementary Schbol Teachers (OE-58018:
* two volumes), Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of -

4

* Education Burcau of Research, 1968.

Michigan Stafs University, Behavioral Science Elemen~

tary Teacher Education Program (OE-58024,

three volumes), Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of’

Education Burcau of Rescarch, 1968,

p

s Northwcst JP.egmnal Educational Laboratory, A Com-
petency Based,-Ficld Centered, Systems Approach
to HEementary " Teacher Education (OE-58020.

- gxrce volumes), Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office of

.- Education Burcau of Rescarch, 1968.

'.Sytacuse University, Specifications for a Comprehen-

dive Undergraduate and, Inscbvice Teacher Educa-

dion Program f{or Elementary Teachers (OE-
8016, two volumes), Washington, D.C.:. U.S,
_ Oftice of Education Burcau of Rescarch, 1968,

\'l'c.tchcrs College, Columbia lJ:niv.crsity, The Teacher

" though wg
" selvel, Wem st share materials if we-are to keep, costs

£

get these. We'simply heed te put a greater proportion
of staf costs into development than we have. S

What bothers me about the stance thyt it will be
casy and cheap is when development simply becomes
madularizing the present stuff of teacher educatiod.
That iy casy and cheap byt it doesn’t result in much
improvement.

I Aave never personally experienced a major univer-

| sity -(gnaybe Houston,. nfybe Toledo) that was capable
" of doing the whole development job by itself. The Na-

tional Consortium is cssential for just pooling the tal- )
ent to do the job. For example, without the
Mini-courses produced at the Far West Lab and pther
materials produced by dozens of others, 1 wouldn’t
dream of the type of program we run’at Columbia al-
uild a lot of iastructional systems our-

in bounds and“draw on cach other for program. idgas. 4
CBTE should be a national development effort with a
myriad of local variations.
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Funding Competency-Based Teacher Education

HERBERT HITE

Competency-based  teacher  cducation  costs  differ
from the costs of standard teacher cducation because
the two programs differ. There are differences in the
~ required performances of students and also in the rples
of faculty. Program materials are different and so are
eussessment  procedures. The sources of funds for
CBTE, however, are not different from the sources for
“traditional, or standard, programs. The same sources of
revenue for higher LdULdthn which are always in short
supply must tmplcmmt the CBTE programs. There-

. fore, the analysis of costs for CBTE is most meaning-

ful when these costs are expressed in terms of funding
formulias for other higher education programs.

Among the program variables of CBTE which are
reflected in differigg cnsts from standard programs are
the following: !

1. Instructional materials, units, and techniques
are individualized. If the criterion of CBTE is
the success of the individual student of teach-
ing, then CBTE matcrials must allow for differ-
ent rates and different options oy these individ-
ual learners. These materiats constitute a higher
cost factor than standard program materials.

2. For the niost paii, the CBTE faculty wo. ™% in a
one-to-one  relationship ~ with studcnts——-as
counsclors, evaluators, explainers, analysts. The
changed role of faculty has a higher cost than
faculty in the traditional lecturer role.

3. The process of admission to CBTE appears to
. be 4 more complicated and hence a more costly
process than admission to standard programs,
Prevequisites for success, which should consti-
tutc admission criteria, seem to be more diffi-
cult to assess than the usual examination of
students’ grade-point averages.
4. Complex management systems may be a signifi-
cant cost item.
5. Students in the CBTE programs are usually
full-time interns or observers or work over
varying periods of time with individualized

' These 10 factors are described in a paper given for the
Teacher Corps in June 1972, “The Fconomics of Competency-
Based Teacher Fducation,” Herbert Hite, Research Foundation
of the State of New York, Albany, N. Y., 1972.

By

-

study materials. Full-time students rather than
number of classes arc the bases for mcasuring
costs. This is not necessarily a highcr cost fac- -
tor, just different. .

6. In CBTE, schoo! personnel have a significantly
larger role in the instructional process and the
cost of their participation is relatively higher.

7. More instructional time is involved in assess-
ment of student progress, and this process is
usually more complex than grading in courses.
Evaluation costs are usually higher.

8. Decision making -regarding all phases of the
CBTE program involves not only college per-
sonnel but also school and community mcm-
bers. The large amounts of these people’s time
which is needed are a significant cost factor,
and no fund< have been available for this func-
tion in the past.

9. Specialist or consultant services to assist state
agencics in program approval may result in ad-
ditional costs for CBTE. ‘

Compctency-based programs leading to ad-
vanced certification will be centered in school
districts, and the development and administra-
tion of these new programs will be an addi-
tional cost factor eventually.

In a study of costs for the new CBTE certification
standards in the state of Washington, which was re-
quested by the state's legislature, two CBTE programs
were analyzed.® The ‘study suggests that for the time
being, the following factors are additional costs of
CBTE relative to <tandard teacher education programs’
in that state:

10.

I. Ada 50 percent to the tosts of the standard

tcach.cr education to account for the variable of
individualized mode of instruction.

2. An additional 50 perccnt will be required for de-
veloping each new CBTE program.

3. An additional 50 percent will be needed to pay
for released time of school personnel involved in
consortium arrangements—policy making, pro-
gram planning, securing program evaluation, ete.

SOne of the programs analyzed in the cost study was des-
cribed in the paper previously cited.

€
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The recommendations to the Washington State 1.cg-
iskiture are for the colleges and universities to receive
double funding for new CBTE programs and the
schoal districts to receive funds for consortium activi-
ties. ' .

Some of the costs for CBTE are the same if the pro-

gram includes one student or 1,000 students. These
costs include the development of policy councils, the
certification process, the development of basic compe-
tencies and assessment processes. and a basic set of in-
dividualized materials, Some costs vary according to
the number of students: the number of faculty per stu-
dent, the number of laboratories or public school class-
rooms, the number of scts of materials. Some costs
represent quality judgments, such as the number of op-
tions to be made available to students, the ratio of fac-
ulty to students, the degree of refinement of structional
modules and assessment procedures.
_ Obviously, a good deal of the difference in costs of
CBTE and swandard programs depends upon decisions
as to the nature of specific CBTE programs, For exam-
ple, the definition of competency can make a ditference
in program costs. If competepcy is difingd as a set of
teaching performances, thery the focus wi
highly refined and tested ingtructional devices to clicit
teaching behaviors. If the emphasis is upon products of
teaching: i.c., pupil achicvgments, then the emphasis
will be upon the ficld setting for working with learners
and evaluating the outcomes of'this activity.

The CBTE model at Western) Washington State Col-
lege is based upon product eriteria. The candidate is
required to demonstrate competeney by bringing about
“appropriate™ changes in the behavior of clementary or
sccondary pupils. The thajor components of the model
are an entry phase, in/which the candidate meets ad-
mission criteria, a ksowledge phase in which he ac-
quires a repertoire fof information about the subst®hce
of what he will teach, a laboratory in which he ac-
quires and demonstrates knowledge and skill about
teaching and lcarning principles and applies these
skifls, and’ a practicum in which he demonstrates his
ability to apply principles of teaching and learning in 2
varicty of situa ns. The laboratory and practicum
constitute two guarters-of full-time study and practice
in a tcaching center.

The program depends upon close working relation-
ships in the laboratory and practicum among the stu-
dents. the professors, and cooperating teachers who go
through a special training program to prepare as ficld
supervisors. The basic essentials of the program arc
evaluations of entry into the program, diagnosis of

knowledge necessary to suceeed in the laboratory, a
test of instructional competency s an entry into the
practicum and modified T.1.C.'s as evidence of mastery
of the basic model and hence certification. Study mate-
rials in the laboratory consist of 52 modules and as-
sorted readings, films, filmstrips, tapes, observation as-
signments,  and  mini-teaching  arrangements.  The
students design their own study programs lcading to
the T.1.C.. which is the basic measure of competency,
hy negotiating learning contracts with the clinica! pro-
fossors.. Study contracts vary. '

After 4 vears of partial success and occasionai fail-
ures, the clinical faculty has arrived at a working
model. The costs of this working model arc hecavier
than the costs for standard teacher education at West-
ern. The cost studics which have been completed sug-
gest that cven after initial years of program devw-
ment have been completed, t
add fo the costs of t

standard programs at Western:

1. About A5 percent additional is needed to fund
extra’support costs, such as visits by campus-
baged faculty to the teaching centers, and special
ipdividualized learning modules.

7" About 25 percent additional is needed for the
continuous development of the program compo-
nents—evaluation  instruments, adaptatians  of
‘modulcs, processes for orienting experienced
teachers to the model, cte.

About 25 pereent is needed for the administra-
tion of cach tcaching center, including negotia-
tions with school personnel concerning consor-
tium arrangements.

‘-

This is a modest proposal for extra funding com-
parcd to other suggestions for funding CBTE. The
Western model is still developing, but it is based upon
modest  resources.  Compared to  the  Elementary
‘T'eacher Education models, funded in 1968 by USOE,
this is @ Model T compared to a brand new Lincoln
Continental. The présent program doces produce the re-
quired demonstrations of competency, however, and
there are considerable affective gains over the standard
program in the views.of faculty and students.

Stifl, even a modest program needs somewhere be-
tween a SO and a 100 pereent increase in funding for
teacher education. Where does the funding come from?
In the real world, deans of cducation do not confront
the legislature or the boards of regents with demands
for so many cxtra millions to fund a new program,
Colleges and universitics have only a few alternatives.

These are the possible alternatives a college has for
finding the additional resources for CBTE:

re-thesefactors-to.
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1. The college might maintain the cxisting level of
faculty and instructional support funding but
limit the cnroliment of students into the pro-
gram. _

2. The college might require more time or credit
hours by students who were candidates for a cer-
tificate under the CBTE plan, thus increasing ci-
ther tuitions or student credit hours and conse-
quent funding.

The faculty might scck an adjustment in the

formula for support of programs. Ficld-based or

Jaboreatory programs might be funded at twice
the level of campus-based programs.

4. The college faculty might seck outside funding
—grants or fellowships. -

5. Schools might contribute by sharing the costs
through support of a complementary inservice
CBTE program. '

w

6. Colleges might develop graduate programs, with

their higher rates of funding, as adjuncts to the
competency-based undergraduate program.

In Washington, master’s level instruction in state in-
stitutions is funded at 2.3 times the level of upper-divi-
sion student instruction. Clearly this level of funding
would provide what the faculty at Western have de-
fincd as their nced for CBTE programs, This adjust-
ment would require action by the state iegislature or a
major and radical change in programing teacher educa-
tion within the college. Neither possibility scems likely.

Outside funding is possible, but not very dependable
as a base for a continuing extra program cost. The col-
fege could reduee enrollment and maintain the existing
level of faculty and support programs, but this ispoliti-
cally impossible at Western, although this may be pos-
sible at other institutions, A few school districts will
shadre costs. In fact, one school district reportedly has a
budget of $150,000 for advanced certificate programs
under the CBTE model. These school funds,”however,
arc usually restricted to payments to school personnel
for released time, This leaves the college administrator
where he always is—with the same old system to try to
manipulate. Basically the game is to generate sufficicnt
credit hours to sceure the necessary entitlement for fac-
ulty and instructional support. '

The CBTE program at Western operates in four
teaching centers. Each center consists of a team of

" clinical professors, students, and cooperating teachers.

In a center with four clinical professors, here is a strat-
egy tor generating the necessary student credit hours
and getting the necessary work accomplished.

Two clinical professors will have cight to 10 new
students cach quarter. As the studeats remain for two
quarters, this means that the instructional load for cach
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of the two professors v.' be '8 full-time students, at
the u dergraduate lovel. These two professors between
them generate three and one-third full-time  faculty
equivalent entitlements.,

Herbert Hite

One clinical pro-. sor takes on half as many stu-
dents, or a total of nine, which is about two-thirds of a
full-time cquivalent faculty load. He is also responsible
for the administrative matters of the center, including
negotiations with school personnel.

Onc clinical professor will direct 25 part-time gradu-
ate students in a four-crédit practicum. The students
arc teachers and volunteer to act as cooperating ad-
junct faculty in the CBTE program. The credits they
carn may apply to an advanced certificate. Their prac-
ticum is concerned with development of the processes
for working with students in the program, including
cvaluation criteria and techniques. The major responsi-
bility of this clinical professor is program development.
The 28 students in the four-credit graduatc practicum
generiate one full-time equivalent faculty load.

‘The four clinical profasors, then, generate five
t I"E. units, which entitics the center to the needed in-
structtonal materiols and serviges which are additional
te, those required in campus-bascd programs, Also, two
ui the professors carn student crodit hours in the proc-
css of administering and developing the CBTE PR~
gram.

The four clinical professors may modify their own
assignments. They are jointly responsible Tor 45 full-
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time undergraduates and 25 part-time graduates, how-
ever they divide the responsibilities of the teaching cen-
ter. These figures are only illustrative.

A vaiiation on this model is a center in which the
undergraduate intern, in his final quarter of demon-
strating competency, relicves an experienced teacher,
who becomes a full-time master’s candidate. The intern
is backed up by a first-quarter laboratory student who
acts as a teaching assistant part time. Both are closely
supervised by the clinical professor, In this model, in-
stead of supervising 18 full-time undergraduates, the
clinical professor is responsible for four full-time grad-
uate students, four interns, and four laboratory stu-
dents, in four classrooms.

These figures and load descriptiofis represent a few

of the ways in which the CBTE faculty may generate

the amount of credit hours needed to support the costs
of CBTE which are above the costs of standard pro-
grams. The expericnee at Western indicates that these

kinds of loads are feasible, given the naturc of the”

CBTE program which has been developed at that insti-
tution.

- Summary

Competency-based teacher education is more expen-
sive than the standard programs. The variables within
CBTE programs which affect costs are many, and, ad-
ditionally, there arc many kinds of value judgments
about programs which will affect the level of funding
nceded for a given CBTE program. Funding for a
modest approach to CBTE, which is largely field-
based, is possible within the usual formulas for gener-
ating support for higher cducation. The experience of
clinical professors indicates that the credit hours gener-
ated by full-time undergraduate students and part-time
graduate students (cooperating teachers) are sufficie it
to fund CBTE. State officials could simplify the fund-
ing problem, however, by supporting CBTE as a
“high-cost™ college program, cquivalent to graduate
study or to study in the other profcsslonal ficlds such
as health scicnees or law.

it scems clear from initial ¢xperiences with CBTE
that costs are greater than with regular programs. How
much greater depends upon a number of judgments
which aré made by the CBTE program designers.

‘The high cost factor which is common to all CBTE
programs is the individualized mode of instruction,
which is nccessary if teacher candidates are to demon-
strate competency criteria. Other cxpenditures, particu-
larly cxpenditures for program development and for

management, can vary wildly from CBTE.program to
CBTE program,

The cost decision may hinge upon the way the fac-
ulty define competency. If competency is defined in
terms of specific teaching behaviors which are assumed
to be related to changes in pupils, then the modules
and other training materials will nced to be refined to
the point that it is possible to predict a given level of
performance on the part of the consumer of those
modules. It follows from that decision that teaching
modules and strategies must be highly refined. Costs
can be very high to achicve this end.

Competency may be defined, however, as changes in
the performance of the teaching candidate’s clients. In
that case the specific modules or strategics will be
cffective inasmuch as they assist an individual candi-
date to implement growth on the part of the candi-
date’s pupils. The emphasis in program development

_ will then be upon the field setting, the education of co-
“operating school ‘peisonnel, the evaluation of the prod-

ucts of teaching. The costs for thesec components of
CBTE arc more likely to be absorbed within the ongo-
ing school program for pupnls and the inservice educa-
tion for tcachers. s

If the CBTE faculty choose to design all their own
lcarning modules, the costs will be relatively high—
they could be astronomical. The cost factor seems :
comparable to the costs of developing programed in-
struction or instructional systems. Therc are choices to
he made concerning the quality levels of the CBTE
program; e.g., the ratio of faculty ta students, the num-
ber of alternative instructional strategies, etc. .

‘New state certification standards which specify com-
petency or performance by candidates also require that
the new teacher education programs be managed by a
cénsortium of agencies, including not only colleges or
universitics but also school administrators, professional
associations, and the public. Released time for teachers .
to participate fully in training programs and in policy
decisions is a new cost for teacher education.

The realistic level for funding CBTE might be to
compare teacher education to graduate education or to
other high-cost programs such as in the laboratory
sciznces.” The rationale for shifting the funding froni a
level comparable to academic college instruction to -
that of funding graduate or laboratory science instruc- -

*
. +The higher level of funding per student does not mean

that the total cost of teacher education necessarily would be
sigher: preparaiion agencies cowld limit enrollment in their .
BTE programs.



tion is that CBTE is fike other high-cost collegiate in-
struction. CBTE is a highly individualized program
and should be supported in the same way as other col-
legiate programs which are conceded to require a
highly individualized approach.

Ultimately, the preparation of teachers under a com-
petency-based model will need sustained financing in
the same way as teacher education programs are pres-
ently funded. Specific CBTE programs must carn col-
lege credits. The credits must meet the quality stand-

™
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ards other college credits must meet, The credits must
be sufficient to provide for the neccssary time of fac-
ulty and for support programs, The additional funding
needed to implement the individualized CRTE pro-
grams must come through the existing system of higher
cducation. Therefore, the fate of CBTE scems to rest
with the decision makers who allocate funds to colleges
and universitics, and specifically CBTE will depend
upon a more generous formula than is now used to
fund undergraduate teacher education. C

ts
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Assessmeﬁt of Teacher Performance:
What is Involved? What is the Cost?”

By

BEATRICE A. WARD

When the term “performance-based™ is used as a
descriptor for teacher training and/or teacher certifica-
tion, certain essential conditions apply. What the
teacher does is as important as what he knows. During
training, skill development reccives equal or greater at-
terition than knowledge acquisition. At the end of
training, mastery is uscd as the evaluative criteria
rather than a list of courses completed and grades re-
ceived. Information about the teacher's performance is
obtained throughout the training period and subse-
quently in the operable classroom in order to deter-

mine whether the specified teaching skills are being dc-|

quired and used. Student performance also is studied
in order to determine whether teacher use of certain
skills relates to the level and quality of student learn-
ing. * .

Within such a framework, asscssment of teacher per-
formance is multi-faceted. It is conducted for many dif-
ferent reasons, focuses upon a wide variety of teacher
and student behaviors, and involves a diversity of indi-
viduals and institutions. Inquiry into several of these
facets of assessment is the purpose of this paper. The
discussion centers around choices that may be made
regarding assessment and the costs associgted with par-
ticular options. It builds upon the information obtained
by the Teacher Education Division at the Far West
Laboratory. for Educational Research and Development
during 5 years of developing and testing pérformance-
based tcacher training materials.

Why Assess Teacher Performance

Assessment of teacher performance can be under-
taken for a variety of purposcs. Among them are the
following:

e To detcrmine the average type of performance
that can be expected of experienced or inexperi-

* lt.xvitwed:wpaper. Muiti-State Consortium on Performince-
Bused Teucher Education, New Orleans. Louisiana, February
27, 1973,

\enced teachers at a iocal, rcgional, state, or na-
ional level '

¢ Yo identify the types of teaching skills a majorit

* of inservice or preservice teachers perform well

- and those which they need to improve or acquire

® To establish a minimum acceptagle level of per-
formauce for success as a teacher; to identify
those teaching skills that relate to successful stu-
dent performance

e To determine what an individual’s level of per-
formarice is at the time he enters inservice or
preservice teacher trainin

e To establish that an individual ha's. mastered one

or more teaching skills as a result of training

Two types of data are associated with these forms of -
asscssment. Asscssment conducted to determine aver-
age teacher performance, identify how well teachers
perform certain specific skills, or establish a minimum
acceptable level of performance builds upon informa-
tion regarding tcaching in general. Samples of teaching
and tcachers may be used as a data base. The informa-
tion obtained scrves as a guide for policy decisions
such as the selection of the content (skills and knowl-
cdge) to be included in a preservice and/or inservice
training program and the specification of . the skill and
knowledge requircments for certification. General in-
formation of this type also aids in determining how ex-
tensive an inservice retraining program should be; i.e.,
the potential number of teachers needing training in a
given skill and the geographic areas in which particular
types of training are nceded. , - . .

On the other hand, the data base for planning an in-
dividual teacher’s training program and/or verifying
thit a particular individual has acqpired certain speci-
fied waching skills requires detailed information re-
garding that person’s performance, Sampling proce-
dures cannot be used. Rather, a profile of. skill usage
along with a judgment as to the quality of use must
be available for each individual teacher. The specificity
of the profile may vary depending upon whether the
pattern of skill use will be used to outline a training

ey



sequence or verify competence prior to certification.
Pupil learning outcomes may or may not be part of the
- profile depending upon the inscrvice or prescrvice sta-
tus of the teacher. But, regardless of the information
included, the assessment process must help cach indi-
vidual teacher identify his arcas of strength and weak-
ness and plan a training program that will improve his
teaching performance.

Asscssment of the individual teacher or assessment
of a sample, of the teacher population: therefore,
cvolves from the intended use of the assessment infor-
mation. Policy decisions can build from a different data
base than training decisions. Obviously. given sufficient
time and financial resources, assessment of individual
teachers could serve policymaking as well as training
purposcs. However, since time and money are limited,
study of a representative sample of teachers appears to
be the most cost/effective means for obtaining the data
needed to make policy decisions. A variety of tech-

*
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niques may be used to arrive at the teaching sample.
For cxample, an adaptation of matrix sampling (Husck
and Sirotnik, 1968; Lord and Novick, 1968) might
providc a means for obtaining information about how
a broad sample of teachers’ use of a wide range of
skills at the same time keeping costs similar.to those
associated with an indepth study of a small sample.
Bascd upon these guidelines, the ultimate cost of
teacher..assessment is determined, in part, by the pur-

© poses for which the findings will be used. A first step

toward designing and financing asn asscssment effort is
to outline the.questions the data are to answer.

‘What Teaching Performance Will Be Assessed?

Determining wl*at teaching performance will be as-
sessed also involved several steps (sce-figure 1). The
first is to identify the potential list of skills to be in-
cluded in the assessment effort.

Figure 1

Steps in Selecting Teaching Performance To Be Assessed

. Step 1
" Identify Potential
. List . ¢ Skills
Usc already / Develop
developed own
lists list
' Step 2 Lo
Define Range
of Skill Use
Define level / Select subiect
of specificity matter arcas
Step 3

Classroom /

Sclect Setting in Which
Usg Will Be Measured

Manipulated
(microteach)

oy
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Identifving skills. The diversity of knowledge and
skills encompassed within. the teaching act has been
documented by numerous experts in the field: i,
Smith. 1971: Houston, 1972; Joyce & Weil, 1972, Yet,
to date, rescarch has shown few positive relationships
between teaching skill and student outcomes (Rosen-
shine, 1971). As a result, sclection of the skills to be
assessed; for the most part, consists of combining what
little evidence cexists regarding teacher effects with the-
orctical and practical opinion regarding desired teacher
performance.

Scveral efforts to identify critical teaching skills have
alrcady been undertaken by individuals and agencies
such as the developers of the models for clementary
tcacher cducation (Elementary Teacher Education
Maodels, 1969), the designers of competency-based
teacher training programs (Dodl, 1972), and the de-
velopers of performance-based teacher training mate-
rials (the Far West Laboratory). In each instance, a
thorough review of the literature related to a particular
aspect of teaching is undertaken, inclass observations

are made to verify that certain skills are used, and, ex- -

perienced teachers, school administrators, parents, and
others are asked to judge the relative importancc of the
_ skills.

As sugguested by Joyce (1973), -persons. responsible -

for teachcr -assessment may opt to use these already
developed skill lists or they may choose to develop
their own. If the latter option is taken, the costs pre-
sented in table | indicate the expenditures in personnel
and other opecrating cxpenses such as travel and pur-
chase of supplies and materials that may be required.
The figures arc based upon costs incurred by the
Teachdr Education Division of the Far West Labora-
tory whilc identifying critical teaching skills in the
arcas of pupils’ language development, mathematics tu-
toring, independent learning, and higher cognitive

Fs

questioning., On the average, skill identification cost
$14.670 for cach set of skills.

The cefficacy of using and/or building upon existing
«kill lists is apparent given these costs. Since teaching
incorporates multiple sets of skills of the type ‘dentified
by the Laboratory, the total cest of skill identification .
could be expected to exceed $100,000 if started from
the beginning. This would be the cost cven if the
scarch were to be limited to available research infor-
mation, and theoretical and experiential opinion. If fur-
ther research fo identify relationships between teacher
and pupil pcrformancc were included, the costs would
be ‘much higher. Thus, if assessment costs are to be
kept within reason, the skills to be assessed should be
taken from the skill lists being compiled as part-of the

‘broad performaice-based teacher- education effort.

Fach assessment agency shouid not attempt to develop
its own unique skills list.

Range of Skill Use. The second step in determmmg
what teacher performance will be assessed is to define
the range of skill use to be studied. By this, ‘I mean the
level of specificity at which the skill will be assessed
and the variety of subject matter areas in which the
skill samples will be taken, * '

Many areas of teaching can be described in terms of
gencral performance lévels as well as specific categories
within these levels. For example, the general teaching
skill of asking higher cognitive questions can be di-
vided into the more specific skills of asking analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation questions (see table 2).
Within any assessment process, whether it is for policy-
making ‘or training purposes, measures of this-skill
probably would focus upon the general perfermance
level. Previous research indicates that higher cognitive
questions generally represent less than half the questions
asked by teachers (Gallagher, 1965; Davis & Tinsley,
1967; Guszak, 1967). In order to set training priorites

Table 1. Costs of Identifying a Set of Teaching Skills

Skill Area
Pupils’

¢ \an{’uage Indepen- Higher

Develop- Math dent Cognitive
' ment - | Tutoring | .Learning | Questioning| Mean

SRR NSRS, N B I
. Personnel Costs $ 5,584 | $I0,06° | $4,95 | $5981 | $6,647
Direct Costs . 6,938 | 11,8%6 | 6,156 7,163 8,023
i e m—eaniaen e m = e ——— o e [, .‘ - L

TOTAL $12,522 ; $21.904. 11,109 | $13,144 | $14,670
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Table 2
Higher Cognitive Questioning*

General Skill Level:
Specific Skili Level: 1.

causes

Use higher cognitive questions

+

Use three types of analysis questions.
—questions requiring students to think of motives or

—-questions requiring students to make inferences ,
—questions requiring students to find evidence to support
. generalizations,. interpretatfons, or conclusions

2. Use two types of synthesis questions.

—questions asking students to make predictions
—questions askmg students to develop solutions to prob-

lems -

i

3. Use three types.of cVa!uatnon questions.
. . . —Questions askmg\students to take a stand on a con-

~ troversial issue

~——questions asking s{udents to judge truth or “validit
——qucstnom asking students to judge beauty or wort

and/or verify competence in this area, therefore, the
single measure of percentage of higher cognitive ques-

tions asked is adequate. If a teacher (preservice or in- - -

service) asks-more than 60-70 percent higher cognitive
questions, he is performing much better than the aver-
age teacher. If he is using considerably less than 50
percent higher cognitive questions, he probably would
bencfit from training. (iiven this general piece of as-

sessment information. many degjsions can be made. It

is only after a decision to design and instigate training
has been made that the specific skill levels become im-
portant. Learning to ask analysis, synthesis, and ¢valu-
ation questions can help increase a teacher’s overall
use of higher cognitive questions. Specificity at wi~
training stage is essential. For assessment purposes,
general measures of skill use can provide adequate in-

formation and at the same time kecp measurement cf-

forts and costs within reasonable limits.

As outlined in figure 1, defining the range of skill
use to be asscssed also includes sclection of the subject
matter arcas in which teacher performance - will be
studied. Again, this is a decision that affects assessment

_ costs. Single examples of teaching are less cost!y to ob-

tain than multiple cxamples.

For some teaching skills, the decision is obvious.
Skills related to teaching reading should be assessed in
the context of a reading lesson. Likewise skms specific

to the tcaching of matheniatics néed to be mcasured.

while mathematics is being taught.

* Taken from Mmmourse 9, ngher (ognmve Quesuonmg
developed by Far West Laboratory.

i

chcr skills are more general in nature. Probihg, for
example, can be used in any subject area. It employs
the same type of teacher-pupnl interaction regardless of
the cbntent of the lesson. A teacher’s use of probing in
any subject area probably would be representatwe of
his use qf the skill in gcneral

Still' other skills differ in use depending upon the
contcxt in which they are applied; for example, re-
sponse | ‘to pupils’ errors in reading probably differs
from regponse to crrors in science.

The problem within an assessment effort is to deter-

- mine which subject areas are most likely to offer the

best oppprtunity for -teachers to exhibit . their use of
cachi particular skill. During,the initial phases of as-
sessment, inquiry probably will be limited- to generaliz-
able skills\or to specific content area skills. Because of
data collection complexity, information regarding skills
that apply {to several content areas but differ in theu'
usc within éach area will follow later.

Performapce Setting. The third step in selecting the

teaching petformance to be assessed is to select the .

setting in which skill use will be measured. Based upon
Turner’s (1972) six criteria of teacher performance,
inclass as coftrasted with manipulated examples of be-
havior may ie considered; the most common mani-
‘pulated cxample being a microteach fesson. The salient
_.question to He considered is whether a reasonable
sample of skxll‘ can be obtained in a microteach setting.
Since much 'l_tcachmg occurs in small group or one-
to-one tutorial isituations, and critics of the classroom
(such as Silbetman, 1970) contend that large-group
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instruction should seldom take place, a small-group

" setting, e.g., a microteach lessors. may be an appropri-

ate information base for studying a high proportion. of
teaching skills. The disadvantage of such a perform-
dnce sampile is that few student outcomes of any conse-
quence could be expected to occur in a single 10-20
minute lesson. Thus, if study of teacher effect upon
student learning is to be included in the assessment
process, at lcast some examples of inclass performance
should be included. It should be noted, however, that
given the present state of the art of assessment, re-
searchers (Smith, 1971 Herbert, 1971) question the
appropriatencss of using student outcomes to measure
teacher performance. Further, since the restricted envi-
ronment of -a microteach lesson, whether live or on
videotape, also facilitates concurrent scoring of a
number of teaching skills, this instructional setting
warrants serious consideration as an assessment tool.

Cost of Assessment -

The Teacher Education Division of the Far West
Laboratory has conducted a number of studics of
teacher change resulting from minicourse training. In
these studies, an assessment procedure has been used
that includes

—assessment of alrcady identified skills (skills were
identificd during development of training mate-
rials),

—assessment of both general and specific skill use
(e.g., both percent of higher cognitive questions

-
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and use of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation
questions were assessed),

—assessment  within . a certain prescnbed content
area,

—assessment within a mtcroteach settmg

Using this procedure, microteach lessons were recorded

on videotape and critiqued at some later date by
trained observers. Only limited, if any, measures of
student performance were obtained.

Sample costs for conducting the assessment are pre-

"sented in table 3. Thcy a.e based on the study of five

teachers because this is the number of teachers who
can conveniently be scheduled into a microteach facil-
ity during a 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. school day. The
average cost per teacher for five teachers is $180.
Since critiquer training, research design, and data prep-
aration costs would not be repeated with a larger sam-
ple of teachers, the cost to assess 30 teachers would be
$2,160; or $72 per teacher.

If the skills to be measured and the lcsson content
were carefully selected, such an assessment effort could

provide a large amount of information”about teacher-

performance. It could be used for many of the pur-
poscs outlined earlier in this paper. '

Who Will Do the Assessmg" .

Assessment of teacher performance generally ‘will be
conducted by three types of individuals.

1. Teachers. Peer observations (one teacher ob-
serving another and vice versa) .can be used to
study a wide variéty of teaching skills.

~

e
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Table 3.

Cost of Assessing Teacher Performance
. Using a Microteach Setting*

Collecting Performance Sample
5 1/2-hour.videotapes @ $15/cach

9

$75.00

7.5 hours of research intern to monitor collection of

video tape examples (@ $9.450/year + benefits)

Critiquing Performance
Critiquer training;
1 hour training per behavior

50.00

$120.00

12 behaviors X 2 critiquers X 1 hour ..

24 hours X.$3.50/hour

8
, 12 hours of research intern to do training ' 77.00 .

Critiqixers to score recorded lessons
12 behaviors = 6 passes to score -
6 passes @ 30 min. each = 3 hours per tape o o

3 hours X § tapes = 15 hours @ $3.50 per hour

15 hours @ $3.50 per hour X 2 critiquers -

Research design and data interpretation
1 week research design planning
@ $17,000/year (Note:

If more teachers were involved, this cost would be
dispersed over tl&e,entire population) '

Data preparation

P . 26600

LY

g - . [y

434.00 434.00

1)

Keypunch — 4 day clerk/analyst at $9,000/year .+

benefits
Run and analyze — 1 'day

Non

Je

TOTAL COST (Assessment of 5 teachers)

* Based on assessment’ of § teachers.

2. Critiquers. Analysis of avdio and/or video tape
recordings of teaching (e.3., a microteach Ies-
son) may be done by speciaily trained critiquers.
They also*may be teachers but more often they

' will be graduate or undergraduate students in ed-
ucaktion hired to carry out a particular critiquing
“task, - : .

3." Inclass observers. Whenever an assessment pro-
gram demands high accuracy in recording
teacher inclass performance, specially trained in-
dividuals will be needed. Inclass scoring of
teacher performance requires simultaneous moni-
toring of muitiple variables and instantancous
recognition of the skill(s) to be assessed. Con-

*

&8
88

80.00
$900.00

siderable training and practice must be com-
pleted in order to achieve this degree of observer

skill. .
Information obtained through peer observations will
be the least accurate form of assessment data. None-
theless, when the assessment is being done to identify

- inservice teachers’ training need®, this type of informa-

tion is sufficient to cstablishi a tentative skill profile.
In our work at the Far West Laboratory, we tested
a form of peer assessment in the responsive skills area.

Six observations were made (in this case, four were -

done by teacher peers and two were completed by the
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teacher’s students). Gross information was obtained re-
garding such skills as teacher response to pupil ideas,
teacher ‘use of positive and/or negative responses to
student performance, and” teacher use of nonverbal
reinforcement. Given the observation findings, the
teachers weré€ alerted to skill arcas in which they needed
to improve. Decisions could .be made regarding
where to begin the inservice trﬁning program for that

/

group of teachers. Tfie gross information received from .
the peer observations allowed the training to proceed

., with some degree of individual focus. e
Critiquer analysis of audio or vidco tape fecordings
of teaching samples provides more’ precise -information
about the skills used. The data are more reliable than
peer obscrvations. Many skills can be. scored from a
single teaching sample by rerunning the recording sev-
cral times. On the other hand, since the teaching situa-
tion being studied is mmanipulated, questions jnust .be
* asked regarding the generalizability of these findings to

the teacher’s regular performance in the classroom.

“The best time to use this form of assessment may be at
‘the end, of training when a teacher needs to be sure
that he has acquired and is using a particplar skill or
set. of skills and when nuances in skill use need to be
pursued. N :

Overall, the most comprehensive obseivation proce-

dure is to have highly skilled observers score teacher .

and pupil performance in the classroom setting.’ As

noted above, this requires the observer to identify spe--

cific skills at the moment they occur. Teacher-pupil in-
teraction in an on-going classroom setting .cannot be
.rerun to check the observer’s scoring. Further, since
- the observer can codé the use of only-a small number
of skills at a time, several observations may be neces-
sary in order to code the same number. of skills that
could be scored in a single 30-minute video taped les-
son. Inclass observations appear to be most useful
when pupil outcomes are to be assessed as- well as
steacher performance, when a particular teaching skill is
expected to occur only in a natural setting, when data
on teacher performance must be analyzed as soon as
they arc obtained, and when eqiipment to record
teaching samples is in limited supply. Extensive inclass
observations are not essential to five of the six assess-
. ment purposes listed earlier in this’paper. .
The cost of assessment depends upon both the type
of performance to be measured and the assessment
procedure to, be used. Peer observations are the least

cxpensive; inclass observations the most costly unless -

large amounts of equipment must be purchased to'in-
stall critiquing of recorded lessons. Table 3- presented

&

_ .
an cxample of the costs associated with assessment of
microteach samples of teaching, Estimates of ®the cogt
of trained obsérver scoring of the same number of
teaching skills in the classroom would be higher than
the $72 per teacher projected for the microteach sam-
ple. Because of this increased cost, inclass observations
probably should be used only when no other “Bssess-
ment method will provide the needed information.

L8

Developing the Teacher’s Skill

A basic assumption of teacher assessment is that
once data are available regarding a teacher’s perform-
ance, training will be offered to improve that teacher’s
competence. Using his skill profile to identify arcas of
strength and weakness, the teacher may waive training
in one skill area to emphasize improving another. To

be successful, a program that allows these options in-.

. corporates training packages that cover diversity of

skills. Within a performance orientafion, each of these
packages generally will include models of the skills to

be acquired, opportunities to practice the skills, and

evaluative feedback regarding the teacher’s perform-
ance during practice.- . :

As noted by Joyce (1973), development of such
training materials is costly. Time and effort, repre-
sented by dollars, must be spent to identify the skills to
be included in the package, develop the initial form of

the materials, test the materials to be sure teachers ac-

quire the specified skills, and revise the materials based

upon ‘testing results. Table 4 presents cost data for the
design of.one such type of training package, the mini-
courses developed at the Far West' Laboratory. The
data represent average costs for each development task
based upon ‘the design and testing of four minicourses.

The merit ¢ building a training system that uses as

_many already developed materials as possidig is ob-
svious given such development costs. '
~ Tabled4. Cost of Developing Training Materials
Development Task ' Cost
Conceptualization and skill-identification $ 14,670
Product development 28,962
Product testing (one test with 30-50 teachers) 46,279
Revision after testing 12,627
$102,538

TOTAL -

Anadditional cost factor that should be considered
as part of a complete assessment cycle is the cost of
providing training. Table S lists the estim@ted costs for
a S-weck training sequence’ that includes microteach-

v
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Coordinator of training.

* "
[N .
o Y _ . \
. . / o
© TableS. Costof Yraining* .
: , .
. Sturt-up costs
Materials purchase oo "
TommAiimed models of teaching skills_ . $ 1.000
teacher handbogks 30 @ $2.50 " 75 -
video tapes for microteaching 30 1,2 hour tapes 450
Equipment purchase . * .- -
VTR equipment, 3 sets . . 6,000
T Subtotal $7,525
Training costs S ) . i

. 6 weeks for planning and monitoring 2,025 .
**Substitutes to releasc teachers, .
. 1 substitute per 10 teachers X § weeks
Of training = 30 days @ $35/day 1,050

[y

Subtotal }07;
© TOTAL $10,600

. .. s
* Based upon minicourse training costs. . ) .
** Optional; other ways may be used to release inservice teachers
for microteaching; not required in preservice.

ing. Start-up costs such as purchase of training mate-
rials and vidco cquipment are included as well as ‘the
cost of conducting the training itsclf. Once the training
materials and equipment- are available, this type of
training runs approximatcly $100 per teacher. Given a.
shorter training period, a larger number of teachers to
work with the coordinator, or less microteaching, the

w

A
L4

g

single, one-shot, effort. s

loe

~
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costs woyld he less. Ultimately, the cost would depend
upon whether the training was part of a larger per- |
formance-based assessment anid°ttaining system of a

. ¢

«
.

Summary

In this paper questions have been raised regarding
. —the purposes of assessment; L
" —-the teacher performance to be assessed; and

—the individuals who will do the assessment, partic-
ularly the level of training and skill they must have
based upon the assessment approach being used.

In cach qyestion"arep, séveral optional. courses of
action were prosented. Different cost level§ were associ-
ated with each option. Thus, the task for. the individ-
ual, or agency, responsible for assessing teacher per-
formance is fo determine which options within each
decision area best meet the policy-making and training
information needs of that particular program (agency)..
Centrabto this decision will be the quantity and quility '+
of data required given the purposes for which the fiad- -
ings will'be used. A rcasonable balancé must be
achieved between the desire to obtdin detailed, highly
reliable data and the total dollars to be spent. _

b = o

a v
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The Teachers VleWpemt

By

SANDRA FELDMAN

o

Fhave been asked to address my comments specifi-
cally to the concerns of State Education Agency per-
sonnel who - have been and will be making significant
policy decisions concer ning performance education. 1
intend to do ;ustﬁﬁa(———and I hope you'll forgive me.

Although it doesn't seem tu be, it shwtld be a soutce °

of worry to state educatibn depargments that teachers
are shspicious and wary of them, that they are not
looked upon. by the profession as allies, that they are
not looked {o as a resource for the solving of educa-
tional problems, that they are not thought of as “provid-

- ing educational leadership.

3

It should be food for thought, at least. that often the
policyfakers in state education departments, in the

"business of prescribing for the schools, find themselves

on opposite sides of the barricades from teachers in
legislative and.-other controversics on school matters,

fara ging from certification to teacher education to “al-

térnative™ school plans or performance contracting, or
vouchers, ur teacher evaluation, or. professional prac-
tices acts, or questions of schoul structure .md gover-

'nance—or a host of other issues.

Why?
Why don't state education depamnentsfhave a

“healthier respect for classroom teachers, for their accu-
-mulated exp‘crien? and expertise, for -their organiza-

‘I think ‘they are manifold and I will tell you what I-

tions as,an expression of teacher concerns? .

Why aren’t teachers more s:gmﬁcantly involved in
the process of decision-making at state educanon de-
partment levels. (And by teachers I do not mean the

state education department personnel who oncer wer&in-

the classgoom and feel themscives able, therefore, to
speak for teachers. Nor do I mean selected individual
teachers, handpicked by school administrations. 1 mean
teactier leaders selected demovratically by the teachers
themselves, through their organization.)

I would like to hear what you think thc reasons are:

think first. " G
One reason, in my opinion, is an incomprehensible
inability of education administration to accept the fact

£ - ‘

that times have changed, that teachers are organized,
that they insist on speaking for themselves and on hav-
ing a voice in the decisions which affect not just their
working lives, but the education of the children they
teach.

Insofar as your invitation to this conference of
tcacher representatives demonstrates some conscious-
ness of that, 1 congratulate you—and I intend to take
full advantage of this opportunity. But I do so with a
certain skepticism; as a participant in many confer-
ences such as this one, I seldom see the fruits of such

-exchanges in concrete application back home.

Another reason for a lack of real cooperation be-
twecn teachers and their state education departments is
a result, I think, of some state education department
officials seeing themselves as in. the vanguard of educa-
tional change and secing teachérs as defenders of the
statds quo. To teachers, ‘this characterization is ludi-
crous. They do not see their delhands for drastically

. reduced class size, for massively m&reased social, psy-
" chological, andl health services for “children, for the

maintenance of high professional stapdards as “old
hat.” They do not see performance coptracting, “ac-

. countability,” legislation_like the Stull Act, differen-

>

tiated staffing, and merit pay schemes as rhvdunonary
improvements, but as’ backward steps and ‘attacks on
the integrity of the profession. They are not- impressed
by pap r-weighty master plans or glossy brochures ad-
vertising "bdld ncw steps” which usually do nothing
whatsoever to help them in the classroom.

There is yet another reason, in my opinion, for the
“credibility gap™ between teachers and state education
departments; and this one 1 will give a little more time
to, for it will lead me to the subject at hand. That is, I
fear that many gtate’ educgtlon department officials in
policymaking roles (1)-are under great pressure to re-
spond to the now famous “crisis of confidence” in the
schoots, without the knowledge and resources to do
something real to end failure, and (2) share in the
growing public attityde: that teachers are responsibie

<
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for school failure and either don’t know how to do

something about it—or don’t want to.

So, if we are to suceeed in gchieving the very wor-
thy goal of this cnnsortium-—-fhich is sapposed to be
“devoted to improving the qdality of State Education
personnel and their decision-making abilitics,” we have
to first cstablish that one important, essential way of
improving that policy decision making is to listen to
the teacher organizations. Then we have to tatk about
the crisis in confidence that spurred the performance-

based movement—why we have it ‘and what we ought

to do about it.

sy
ot
e

Sandra Feldian

Crisis in Confidence i

The schools do net appear to be mecting the. de-
mands of a changed cconomy, of a job market which
requires mote and more skills and increasingly higher
levels of training. Whether or not the schools in the
past were the vehicle for upward mobility, for provid-
ing the path cut of poverty, most people believe that
they were—and expect them to continue that function.
This problem of higher expectations is compounded by
the, sociai turbulence of the sixties and by the racial
confiict which so often was most visible around school
issues. ‘
Sccond, despite the recent “‘revelation™ by Christo-
pher Jencks that schooling cannot end economic ine-
quality among the adult population—and despite the

fact that this was undoubtedly always true, that cco-
nomic equality would have to be legislated as a matter
of social policy—public schooling has undeniably pro-
duced a literate citizenry. Where in the past—and cs-
pecially through the thirties, fortics, and fifties—school
teachers were among the most educated people in our
socicty, even when they only had a high school or
training school degree, today, the country is full of ed-
ucated people. Thousands- upon thousands of parents
and citizens in white collar government employment, in
advertising, in media jobs, accounting, computers, in a
wide varicty of nonteaching academic pursuits, feel
that if they were not working at their present occupa-
tion, they could teach. Today, although teachers are
still among the most educated; they do:not have the
status that comes,with having knowledge that others do
not have. While a holder of a Ph.D. in economics fecls
that a doctor’s or a law§er’s skills are very special,
even somewhat mysterious and intimidating, he does
not feel that way about a teacher—even if the teacher
also holds a Ph.D. '

As a profession, education must, like other profes-
sions, assemble its experience and skill into a concrete,
coherent body of knowledge as tangible as what exists
in law or medicine.

That is why we must have performance-based
teacher education. Not only will it make teacher educa-

.tion more relevant to classroom needs and thus im-

prove education, but it will, if developed properly, pro-
vide us with that concrete knowledge without which we
cannot much longer defend the public school system.
And that is why I believe, unshakeably, that
developing a body of knowledge about the teaching-
learning process ought to be the initi-' thrust and
prime concern at present of the performance-based
teacher education movement. We should be setting -
about doing what Fred MacDonald is proposing be
done by a National Commission on Research and De- '
velopment. We should be making a coordinated, long-
term commitment to validating teacher competencies

" —not what is being done, which is a short-term com-

mitment to listing them. We should be working at
proving what teacher bchavior, what teaching strate-
gics, effect what learning and how. '
We should not, as the New York State Education
Department is doing, be telling teacher education insti-

. tutions to “Poof! Change over to a performance-based

teacher education program for. certification approval
purposcs.” At a meeting several months ago, to which
represcntatives of teacher education institutions and the
state tcacher organization were invited, therec were as



many different notions of what* performance-based
teacher education is as there were deans of education
at the meceting. And the leadership in the state cduca-
tion department is not providing a model or a rescarch
design or any real guidance—unless you call require-
‘ments listed on a form for program approval, guidance.
We will have as many ditferent, and as many irrelevant
and inadequate teacher education programs as we do
right now—but New York State will “brag™ about ity
performance-based teacher education program at con-
ferences like these throughout the country.

Just recently, at a mecting of sophisticated chairmen
of education departments of one of our lakgest teacher
education institutions, I saw education department yep-

resentatives of.a college struggle with a paper descrip-'

tion of what they hoped would be considered a per-
formance-based program; and they had listed no}

teacher competencies, but behavioral objectives—which

is fine to do, but from which, as" Bunny Smith has em-
phasized. over and over. you learn nothing about the
teaching process.

I have grave doubts as to whether the states can au-

tonomously develop meaningful performance-based
programs—but I have no doubt that most teacher edu-
cation institutions, without resources for research and
without access to a large variety of classrooms, cannot
do it.
" If the performance-based teacher education move-
ment is going to be meaningful, it cannot be handled
as a public relations gesture by state Lducatlon depart-
ments and tossed back to the colkgcswhnch have been
floundering all along. Nor should the leffort to develop
a knowludgc base of teacher compcmnucs be tied to
certification dt this time, and certainly not to continu-
ing certification schemes, because tqachu's will not
stand for the destruction of tenure'and job rights
through renewable urtiﬁcation-—-—cspccialiy when a re-
view of performance is based on unvahdated lists of
competencies.

If performance-based tcacher Lducahon is going to
be mcamngful it cannot be—as cvery éducation “inno-
vation” usually is—doomed to success. In any other
profession—take medlcme--—stratchcs are tried and
tested and discarded if they don't work ,ard the knowl-
edge gained from systematic research into thosc strate-
gies, whether they cure the discase or fot, provides a
continuous’ buildup of intelligence in the ficld: In edu-
cation, we scurry to hide—or ignore-—failure. That
the research we've done so far is inconclusive, because
sophisticated instruments to successfully interpret and
measure teacher behavior are-still in the early stages of
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development---and 1 know you've heard MacDonald,
Rosenshine, and Schalock—should not be a source of
cmbarrassment to us. it should provide us with the re-
solve to push that important work forward.

Instead, each 'state goes its own way, without a pool-
ing and sharing-—not just of knowledge, but of politi-
cal power to ge' a commitment for funds to do the
tscarch we all know needs to be done. In New Yerk
Statc we have a very definite timetable. By—is it
1984°—we will have performance-based teacher edu-
cation, so-called, and performance-based teacher certi-
fication throughout the State. But will we know any
more about education or about teaching? I think not
—unless the National Commission for Research and
Dcevelopment is ready to share their work with us—-
and they haven’t got nearly enough money to do the
work that has to be done. B thatr is the direction we

" should be taking.

What we’should be doing—and actually the multi-
state conv.mnum mlght well be an excellent vehicle for
this—is coo’rdmatmg a single effort, a national effort to
develop a knowledge base. We should be collating the
limited knowiédge we now have, and we should be
building a small number of teacher models based on
available rescarch and the opinion of experienced
classroom educators. We should be developing in a
broad cross-section of schools throughout the Nation a
systematic assessment and data-gathering machinery
which would enable us to compare and study teaching
behavior and its effects on learning response in a -pre-
scribed varicty of school environments. \We should
teach prospective teachers in the models created-—not
hundreds of different ones, but a few—so that we can
control for effects, and we should have a research de-
sign built in so we can validate the competencies we
have agreed on by studying those new teachers, on the
job, where their education should continue during an
internship-probationary period.

While I believe that the main thrust of perform- .
ance-based teacher education should, in the beginning,
be preservice, there must be involvement of experi-
enced classroom teachers because they have a great
deal of expertise to offer and because they will learn a
great deal in the process of participating.

This past summer, The City University of New York
came to UFT to seek cooperation in the devblopment
of competencies for teacher-training models. In a short
time, we recruited over 300 interested teachers (who
were paid a fee for their participaggn, as they should

:be). They provided a valuable contribution to the'*

work, and they iearned 3 great deal
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1 was forced to think out in-a conerete role my role
and skills as a teacher.”

1 was forced to analyze myself and think of what
‘really makes a good teacher.”™

“1t is high tim¢ an emphasis was put on specific
competencies rather than abstract theories.”

1 came away more optimistic about the future of
education.”

(And school critics are always sceking a way to bet-
ter teacher “attitudes™!)

State education departments should be joining with
the teacher organizations to demand that National In-
stitute of Education and its funds be put at our dis-
posal; that it be usced as a resource for the profession,
not in the form of hundreds of diverse grants awarded
in a scattered way throughout the country, but in a

».

.

massive, concentrated effort to develop the profession
in the way | have just briefly described.

As state education department personnel, you should®
not be plunging forward blindly, as [ think y& are,
because of the great public pressure to “do something.”
You should insist on your right and your need to base
vour decision making on substantive, proven, profes-
donal knowledge. Whether you do or donlt, thé

reacher organizations will insist that you do; apd if
there is a struggle between those demandin Kie,

public relations solutions and the tecachers who are de- °

manding substance, you will be squeezed in the middle

—-unless you have already chosen sides—and the

promise of performance-based teacher education may
dic in the process. ’

by
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) ' '
Some Substantive Issues And Political Considerations
In Performance-Based Teacher Education '

: BERNARD H. MCKENNA*

What Have We Heard?
We've heard here over the past 4 days that

1. the state of the art is little advanced—in fact
someone termed it “primitive”;

2. there is little data on what makes for compe-
tence—as some put it—"“We know too little
about what's worth tcaching”;

3. the most difficuit job, will be defining competen-
cies;

4. adcqu.n,y of assessment apparatus is the most
critical issue and will be most ‘difficult to de-
velop;

5. the definitions of bchavnors are, at this' point,
almost totally hypothetical; .

6. we lack summative evaluation tools; i.e., there
arc rating forms for making global Judgments,
and there -are research tools containing specific
skill formulation—but nothing in between;

7. there is a complex interaction between the set-
ting and performance, an interaction that af-
fects performance in a major way, one that wé
haven’t much taken into account, let alone ana-
lyzed;

8. the affective domain is being neglected in per-
formancc-based teacher education;

9. the tools for mcasurement in the social sci-
ences, including teacher education, are in an
infant stage; i.e., even with thc sophistication
developed in mecagurement on cognitive skills
such as reading, we're still not able to diagnose
causes of all reading difficultics, lct alonc pre-
scribe behaviors that will correct them—so, it
has been asked, how will we soon be able to
measurc attitudes, values, and the like?

10. there is a monumgntal problem in matching
teaching styles to learning styles;

* Dr. McRenna is professional associate, Instruction and
Professional Development, National Education Association.

S

v

11. finally we've heard that measuring specific per-
formances at various criterion levels will be -
costly.

There are a lot of other lesser problems we've heard
about, and likely some addmonal major ones I've
omitted. .

What Does What We’ve Heard Say To Us?

One thing it might say is “forget it.” My starting off
with such a laundry list could cause you to believe
that’s where I am—*"forget it,” or that I'm launchmg
into a defensive diatribe.

Actually, I believe that performance-based teacher
education is a promising and viable concept and should
be pursued. - g

My listing these concerns is for the purpose of put- -
ting a framework around what I'm about to respond:
to, and that is the following question.

What Are the Main Issues in Performance-Based
Teacher Education That Rescazchers, ~
Developers, Teachers, Professors, and

Others Should Be Emphasizlng?

In my ;udgment a first line of activity should be
around tools for evaluation. Performance-based teacher
education will rise or fall on our ability to evaluate.
That is, a first-order question is ‘How shall: we deter-
* mine that teacher candidate A is now ready to practice
the profession and should be licensed to do so and that
candidate X should .*“go back to the drawing board™?’

Another way of saying it is that until we can meas-
urc performance in such a way that we are able to
confidently identify minimal levels of performance to
practice the profession, we will not have performance-
based teacher educati

Some have said at this conference that prior to iden-
tifying minimal levels of performance there are the
more difficult jobs of



(a) establishing goals and objectives. for education”

(b) identifying performances * (competencies)  re-

quired for achicving the goals and objectives.

I don't believe those to be the most difficult tasks:
and even if they were, we're further along in accom-
* plishing them than we’are on the evaluation matter.

For examnl» there are available

1. some well-developed needs-assessment systems;

2. several quite complete taxonomies; X

3. the works of Mager, Adkin, Popham, and others”

' on getting goals and objectives intd more ncarly
manageable performance-based terms;

4. “The Florida Catalog of Conlpetences” and
“Sigitv- of Good Teaching™ (the latter is less
known but highly developed) i

5. th¢ Seven Cardinal Principles or Ten Purposes
of Sccondary Education; e

6. the techniques of most recent vintage reported at
this conference by Adele THomas of The-City
University of New York in which thcy were able

. to gain high consensus on which skills should be.

.- most valued;

75, the Northwest Regional Laboratory materials

and those of the Teacher Corps.

I'm not that.concerncd about our ability to arrive at
goals and objectives.

Some in this conference have argucd that “instruc-
tional systems,” as Bruce Joyce termed them, will be
most difficult to develap. I'd argue that we have made
quite satisfactory progress on these also.

Whether one gocs with those toward the affective
end of the continuum like “Man a Course of Study”
and the Taba Social Studies Curriculum or the more-
behavior-modification oriented types reflected in some
of the packaged curriculums, there is a variety of
quite well-developed instructional systems to choose
from which include both content and teaching strate-
gies. '

So that brings us back to evaluation devices—and 1
repeat—performance-based- tcachier education will rise
or fall on our ability to evaluate performance in rela-
tion to agrecd-upon standards.

Past rescarch on evaluation leaves much to be de-
sired: and I'm convinced that too iittle emphasis is
being given to research and development -in this key

“area in present efforts with performanee-based teacher
education. ‘

“There are places to start, and I'm surprisgd that

-
‘more of the programs haven't attended to those prom-

ising possibilitics, For example, the performances iden-

' 4. . .

tificd by, Rosenshine and Furst, such as clarlty, varia-

hility, cnthusiasm, have shown somic promising.,
telationships to outcomes with students and are one
place to begin. .

B

There are also others that should be considere
whether or not they show direct relationship to learn-
ing outcomes. The point here is that thére are some
processes which may not lead directly to agreed-upon
goals (or at least cannot be demonstrated to def s0)
which should be promoted and which are worthy of
cvaluation for their own sake. One brief illustration of

this. A recent study of several thousand students repre-

sentative of the Amcrican high school population con-
cluded that_great numbers of students may be develop-
ing little affinity to the democratic process simply
because they have little opportunity to experience it
during their school career. If this is so, is it not impor-
tant that the process of education in the schools be-

come, in as much as possible, a microcbsm of the best |
.of deimacracy as it is practiced in the greater society?

And isn't this important whether or not such processes
can be definitively shown to contribute to specific
learning outcomes? Evaluation systems for perform-
ance-based tcacher cducation should incorporate such
criteria. - ) '

1 believe, as Bruce Joyce predicted earlier in this

" conference, that it will take 20 or more years to de-

velop religble and valid evaluation tools. It will proba-
bly cost more than his suggested $100 million. When
asked if it were possible to develop.an accountability
model for New York City, Henry Dyer of Educational
‘Testing Service, responded that it could be done but
would be more difficult than getting to the moon—and
it is well known that NASA had for several years for
that project, almost unlimited resources and unlimited
power. : . .

Three years later Fred McDonald and his people
have made some progress omr the New York City ac-
countability mandate. I've just read the description of
their model. 1t appears promising on first look. But it
almost totally skirt§"the problem of relating perform-
ance to student achi¢vement. What might be the cost
and the time line if this issue were responded to? | )

Nat Gage told us-on Sunday that Lindquist gave
warning 30 ycars or mere ago that there are some 18
or 20 variables other than teacher performance which
contribute to student achievement. Gene Glass put it
well recently when he concluded from his rescarch that
“aside‘from the irrclevance of much of the content of
standardizcd achixvement tests, their use in evaluating
teachers is unjust.

13



BEST COPY AVALABLE

It you don't think that kind of thing is being pro-

moted, you have only to read the Stull Agt in Califor-
nig. s like directing the medical profession to find a
caneer cure in a dvar or mandating the Nation's econ-
omists to correct the balance-of-payments conundrum
in a'few months. Or look at the Fleischmann Commis-
sion Report in New York Statg, or some of the Mane

 agement by Objectives programs that are -being laid on

school staffs across the country.

N

Bernard H. McKenna

Two other quick things on the cevaluation issue. The
first is that where work is being done on cvaluation re-
lated o performagce-based tcacher education, there

- appears to be overemphasis on evaluation of didactic

teaching styles. One hears the terms “teaching lessens™
and “collecting student papers™ and other lecture-type
activities referred to all too frequently. 1 thought Betty
Ward was very bold when she raised the question yes-
terday about the desirability of assessing ‘skills of total

© groups since the teaching process is becoming ‘more of
_ & team arrangement, more interpersonal, more a reflcc-

tion of the open-classroom concept, more guided inde-
pendent study. I say she was bold, since the mini-
courses she has been so involved in developing to a
considerable degree assume a didactic teaching style.
The second point is that there should be more con-
sideration of cvaluating staff as a team. 1 think it was
Betty Ward also who suggested “don't test every skill
in every teacher.” In this regard, we might look on the
staff as an orchestra—cvaluating for complementary

3
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sKills—not sameness. (An orchestra of all piccolo
players would be pretty dull and would certainly re-
Ceive Qb strange review ¥rom the music crities.) There
has been considerable research done on this team con-
cept of evaluation over a period of 30 years in the In-
stitute of Administrative Research, Columbia Univer-
sity. “Indicators of Quality™ is 2 promising tool for this
purpose. '
How Does Perforinance-Based Teacher
Education Relate to Inservice?

If inservice education had ever amounted to
anything, we'd have had respectable performance-based
teacher education long ago.

We've had inservice cducation a long time. We've
also had performance evaluation inservice a long time.
In fact, onc might expect most inservice evaluation to
be perfarmance-based and for the purpose of determin-

" ing corrective measures (inservice needs).

Instead this is the way it has been: inservice evalia-
tion, of school staffs has been poorly” conceived, little
developed, only haphazardly implemented and the re-
sults often inappropriately used. '

In our work with I- million plus teachers across the

. country, we note some quite commonly held attitudes -

on their: part about inservice education: .

1. They find it threatening, :

2. They assume its main purpose will be to deter-
mine change of status—retention, tenure, promo-

. tion, - oo ’

3 They ieel uninformed about the criteria by
which they are evaluated. . .

4. They assume evaluation will be accomplished
through brief observations (too brief) and based
on some kind of checklist: :

*5. They expect it' will be done to them by some-
body clse, someone in a more elevated position.

6. Thgy say the feedback they get from it is inade-
quate and often absent.

7. They believe there will be few concrete recom-
mendations for improvemént as a result of their
being evaluated. .

8. They expect that following evaluation there will

v be little or no help to improve their performance
through inservice programs geared specifically to
correct the lacks identified through evaluation.

That's thc way it is according to our members. So if
performance-based tcacher education is to be carried
over to inservive education, it will need to respond to
all the deficiencies of present inservice evaluation and
inservice education. And that’s a big order.

If performancc-based teacher education works, with
its proposed ficld oricntation, hospital-schools concept,

. B .

}
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internships, and carcer ladders, then the transition
from preservice to inservice both in terms of the proc-
ess und the evaluation of it should become so gradual,
su sitooth, that one can't tell where one leaves off and
the other starts. It would then approach what the law
profession is getting underway in the new Antioch Law
School in the city where I live, and what Western Re-
serve University got underway in medical education
more than 15 years ago.

That's short shrift for the inservice aspects, but there
is some other ground to cover. ’

What Is Recommendable?

A. Involve on a. parity-basis—not just token—all
oups within the profession who will be affected
y the program. You might begin with some of the

states in this consortium. ' -

B. Assurc that goals and objectives for PBTE arc

based on goals and objectives for schooling.

C. Assure that goals and objectives for schooling are
cooperatively developed by parents, cducators, and
students.

_ D. When objectives are turned into performance cri-

teria, provide for macro as well as micro perform-

. ances.

E. Assure that program and conditions arc evaluated
concurrently with performance and that they are
related to it. It’s futile to evaluate a teacher’s per-
formance without also evaluating all these condi-
tions that make competent performance possible.

F. Involve all those who will be affected by it, in de-
veloping the cvaluation pl_an—-prospective teachers,
tecacher supervisors, their students, and some par-
ents.’

. Use multiple indexes for evaluation.

. Invnlve a varicty of personnel in conducting evalua-
tion——sclf, peers, supervisors, students.

I. Thoroughly train those who will evaluate. This may

be the most important.

J. Develop concurrently plans for correcting both
~ those program and condition clements and perform-

ances which are shown to be deficient as a result
of evaluation. This may be the most costly, partic-
ularly on the inscrvice side.

K. Assure that there will be ample opportunity to 1m-
prove (including direct assistance, time, and mate-
rials) for those judged to requirc improvement as a
result of evaluation. o _

L. Provide for full-blown, written, agrced-upon ar-
rangements for both substantive and procedural due
process when evaluation systems are to be used for
decision making'on other than determining .igserv-
ice; that is, the retention, tenure, promotion. =

M. Secure research funds commensurate with the large-
~ness of the task.

N. Develop time lines that allow for realistic accom-

plishment of what's agcomplishable, taking into ac-
count the state of the,art and the complex inter-

R Q

relationships of the many variables as well as the
fecbleness of tools in social sciencc mcasurement.

O. Rescarchers get in there and testify before legisla-
tures on what's possible and what’s not.

" P Stag close to the schools. (1 couldn’t disagree more

with Fred McDonald when he said, “You can’t
learn -anything in the messy classroom situation.”
That may be why ETS was so long in recognizing
the injustices of the National Teachers Examina-
tion.)

Q. And finally, provide sufficicnt periods for test and
tryout, evaluation, and recycling before dissemina-
tion—before making extravagant promises aboyt all
the ills the new program. is sure to correct. Let us
not allow this innovation to suffer the same set-
backs as: ,

1. the teacher aide concept which got underway in
Bay City, Michigan, 20 years ago, but was prob-
ably delayed 10 or more years by poor project
design and overstated promotion;

2. or educational television which suffered some of
the same problems partially as a result of the
Hagerstown experiment in the midfifties;

3. or differentiated staffing which appears to have
suffered in a similar way in the last 2 or 3 years.

What Are The Pofitics Of The Matter?

My final charge was to deal with the politics of -per-
formance-based teacher education.

As you have doubtless noted by now, I assumed I
had several charges.

Ted Andrews told me by phone that the symposia
were to be on assessment in CBTE. Later in a letter he
suggested 1 deal with its relation to inservice education.

- And when the program came out, ‘the term “politics”

‘appeared in the title of my presentation.
According to someone’s definition, politics is “the
art of the possible.” If that's so, I've already covered

-what 1 think is possible and what conditions I believe

are necessary to accomplish the possible. Just an addi-
tional thought on political considerations.

I am weary of power struggles. Unlike Pat Goralski,
1 don't accept them as givéns. I hope soon we'll get be-
yond them so we can concentrate our energies on get-
ting the prioritics of the American people in better
balance in order to obtain th. cunditions and resources
that are so badly needed for schooling, all the way
from prenursery school to graduate programs.

This can be accomplished, at least partially, if we
work toward parity in decision making and then con-
centrate on issucs rather than on which individuals or
groups will have the most power.

-Redistribution of power so that it will be more equi-
table among ali groups concerned will in the end give
us all more power.



